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A. Appendix A: Statistical Data 
 
Many tables in this appendix provide statistical data. In order to facilitate the datas’ 
readability a colour code has been used for the differentiation of correlation coefficients 
according to the strengths of coherence. Colour codes are used as follows: 
 
• Correlation Coefficient:  0.0  to   0.0999999  No Coherence 
• Correlation Coefficient:  0.0  to  -0.0999999  No Coherence 
• Correlation Coefficient:  0.1  to   0.2999999  Small Coherence (red colour code) 
• Correlation Coefficient: -0.1  to  -0.2999999  Small Coherence (red colour code) 
• Correlation Coefficient:  0.30  to   0.4999999  Medium Coherence (yellow colour code) 
• Correlation Coefficient: -0.30  to  -0.4999999  Medium Coherence (yellow colour code) 
• Correlation Coefficient:  0.50  to   1.0  Strong Coherence (green colour code) 
• Correlation Coefficient: -0.50  to  -1.0  Strong Coherence (green colour code) 
 
Analysis of the Project Success 
 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Project Success 79 1 5 4,03 1,441 
Valid Values 
79         
Table A-1: Descriptive SPSS Data Project Success 
 
 Project Success 
 
  Frequency 
Ratio 
% 
Valid 
% 
Cumulative 
% 
Project failed 11 13,9 13,9 13,9 
Project was 
hardly 
successful 
3 3,8 3,8 17,7 
Medium Project 
Success 5 6,3 6,3 24,1 
Project was 
nearly 
successful 
14 17,7 17,7 41,8 
Project was 
successful 46 58,2 58,2 100,0 
Valid 
Total 79 100,0 100,0   
Table A-2: Project Success / Statistical Distribution 
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Analysis of the Project Objectives 
Priority of Project Objectives 
 
  N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
76 1 5 4,18 ,948 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
76 1 5 3,95 1,094 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling 77 2 5 4,26 ,951 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Interoperability of 
the WFM-Application 
77 1 5 2,13 1,174 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
78 1 5 3,63 1,218 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 74 1 5 3,43 1,183 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach 
75 1 5 4,27 ,977 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Others 24 3 5 4,54 ,588 
Table A-3: Descriptive SPSS Data Priority of Project Objectives 
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Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profi
tability 
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Project 
Objective/Pri
ority: 
Technical 
Interoperabili
ty of the 
WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Prio
rity: Modelling 
of Flexibility-
/Interoperabilit
y Aspects 
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Systematic/Cle
ary Structured 
Project 
Approach 
Correlation Coefficient 1,000(**) ,369(**) -,184 -,010 ,269(*) ,356(**) ,322(**) 
Signific. (2-tailed) ,000 ,001 ,111 ,932 ,019 ,002 ,005 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
N 76 76 76 76 76 74 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,369(**) 1,000(**) -,128 ,129 ,660(**) ,451(**) ,043 
Signific. (2-tailed) 
,001 ,000 ,271 ,266 ,000 ,000 ,713 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
N 76 76 76 76 76 74 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,184 -,128 1,000(**) ,148 ,034 ,165 -,040 
Signific. (2-tailed) ,111 ,271 ,000 ,202 ,766 ,160 ,730 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling N 76 76 77 76 77 74 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,010 ,129 ,148 1,000(**) ,294(**) ,165 -,034 
Signific. (2-tailed) ,932 ,266 ,202 ,000 ,009 ,161 ,770 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Interoperability of 
the WFM-Application 
N 76 76 76 77 77 74 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,269(*) ,660(**) ,034 ,294(**) 1,000(**) ,595(**) ,195 
Signific. (2-tailed) ,019 ,000 ,766 ,009 ,000 ,000 ,094 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
N 76 76 77 77 78 74 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,356(**) ,451(**) ,165 ,165 ,595(**) 1,000(**) ,217 
Signific. (2-tailed) ,002 ,000 ,160 ,161 ,000 ,000 ,065 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
N 74 74 74 74 74 74 73 
Correlation Coefficient ,322(**) ,043 -,040 -,034 ,195 ,217 1,000(**) 
Signific. (2-tailed) ,005 ,713 ,730 ,770 ,094 ,065 ,000 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach N 75 75 75 75 75 73 75 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-4: Correlation between aimed Project Objectives 
Interpretation: Which Objectives were coherently aimed
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Satisfaction of Project Objectives 
 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
75 1 5 3,71 1,194 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
75 1 5 3,53 1,536 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling 
77 1 5 3,77 1,385 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Interoperability of 
the WFM-Application 
76 1 5 2,22 1,520 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
77 1 5 3,52 1,518 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 72 1 5 3,12 1,433 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach 
75 1 5 3,64 1,158 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Others 
24 3 5 4,50 ,659 
Valid values  
20         
Table A-5: Descriptive SPSS Data Satisfaction of Project Objectives 
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O1: Project Satisfaction 
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Figure A-1: Satisfaction of O1 classified by Priority of O1 / Mean Project Success  
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Figure A-2: Satisfaction of O1 classified by Priority of O1 /  Frequency 
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Figure A-3: Comparison Objective Priority / Objective Satisfaction O1  
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O2: Project Satisfaction 
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Figure A-4: Satisfaction of O2 classified by Priority of O2 / Mean Project Success  
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Figure A-5: Satisfaction of O2 classified by Priority of O2 /  Frequency 
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Figure A-6: Comparison Objective Priority / Objective Satisfaction O2 
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O3: Project Satisfaction 
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Figure A-7: Satisfaction of O3 classified by Priority of O3/ Mean Project Success  
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Figure A-8: Satisfaction of O3 classified by Priority of O3 /  Frequency  
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Figure A-9: Comparison Objective Priority / Objective Satisfaction O13 
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Figure A-10: Satisfaction of O4 classified by Priority of O4 / Mean Project Success  
 
 
 
 
 18 
Goal was 
not achieved
Goal was 
hardly 
achieved
Medium 
Goal 
fulfilment
Goal was 
nearly 
achieved
Goal was 
achieved
Project Objective/Satisfaction: Technical 
Interoperability of the WFM-Application
0
5
10
15
20
25
30
A
bs
o
lu
te
 
Fr
eq
u
en
cy
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Technical 
Interoperability of the 
WFM-Application
Not relevant
Low priority
Medium Priority
High Priority
Very High Priority
 
 
 
Figure A-11: Satisfaction of O4 classified by Priority of O4 /  Frequency 
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Figure A-12: Comparison Objective Priority / Objective Satisfaction O4 
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Figure A-13: Satisfaction of O5 classified by Priority of O5 / Mean Project Success 
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Figure A-14: Satisfaction of O5 classified by Priority of O5 /  Frequency 
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Figure A-15: Comparison Objective Priority / Objective Satisfaction O5 
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Figure A-16: Satisfaction of O6 classified by Priority of O6 / Mean Project Success 
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Figure A-17: : Satisfaction of O6 classified by Priority of O6 /  Frequency 
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Figure A-18: Comparison Objective Priority / Objective Satisfaction O6 
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O7: Project Satisfaction 
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Figure A-19: Satisfaction of O7 classified by Priority of O7 / Mean Project Success 
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Figure A-20: Satisfaction of O7 classified by Priority of O7 /  Frequency 
 
 
 
 
 28 
Project failed Project was 
hardly 
successful
Medium 
Project 
Success
Project was 
nearly 
successful
Project was 
successful
Project Success
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
M
ea
n
 
Va
lu
e
 
& 
D
ev
ia
tio
n
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Clear
y Structured 
Project Approach
Project 
Objective/Satisfac
tion: 
Systematic/Clear
y Structured 
Project Approach
 
 
Figure A-21: Comparison Objective Priority / Objective Satisfaction O7
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Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profi
tability 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Project 
Objective/Sati
sfaction: 
Technical 
Interoperabilit
y of the WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Sati
sfaction: 
Modelling of 
Flexibility-
/Interoperabilit
y Aspects 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Systematic/Cle
ary Structured 
Project 
Approach 
Correlation Coefficient ,378(**) ,167 -,076 -,046 ,087 -,020 ,095 
Significance (2-tailed) ,001 ,152 ,514 ,695 ,460 ,869 ,420 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
N 75 75 76 75 75 72 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,310(**) ,408(**) -,035 ,086 ,240(*) ,227 ,108 
Significance (2-tailed) 
,007 ,000 ,763 ,465 ,038 ,055 ,359 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
N 75 75 76 75 75 72 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,125 ,054 ,436(**) ,008 ,228(*) ,221 ,250(*) 
Significance (2-tailed) ,287 ,647 ,000 ,942 ,048 ,062 ,031 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling N 75 75 77 75 76 72 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,111 ,165 ,020 ,587(**) ,183 ,087 ,118 
Significance (2-tailed) ,342 ,158 ,862 ,000 ,113 ,468 ,313 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Interoperability of 
the WFM-Application 
N 75 75 76 76 76 72 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,196 ,227(*) ,045 ,074 ,354(**) ,229 ,103 
Significance (2-tailed) ,091 ,050 ,700 ,524 ,002 ,053 ,378 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
N 75 75 77 76 77 72 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,175 ,189 ,092 ,064 ,167 ,424(**) ,028 
Significance (2-tailed) ,139 ,108 ,434 ,592 ,158 ,000 ,816 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
N 73 73 74 73 73 72 73 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,010 -,077 -,196 -,106 -,060 -,093 ,301(**) 
Significance (2-tailed) ,930 ,516 ,092 ,369 ,613 ,440 ,009 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach N 74 74 75 74 74 71 75 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  *  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-6: Correlation between Project Objectives and Project Satisfaction 
Interpretation: Have companies succeeded in achieving the aimed Project Objectives 
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Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profi
tability 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Project 
Objective/Sati
sfaction: 
Technical 
Interoperabilit
y of the WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Sati
sfaction: 
Modelling of 
Flexibility-
/Interoperabilit
y Aspects 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Systematic/Cle
ary Structured 
Project 
Approach 
Correlation Coefficient 1,000(**) ,742(**) ,620(**) ,325(**) ,644(**) ,609(**) ,690(**) 
Significance (2-tailed) 
,000 ,000 ,000 ,005 ,000 ,000 ,000 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability N 75 75 75 74 74 72 74 
Correlation Coefficient ,742(**) 1,000(**) ,662(**) ,434(**) ,738(**) ,651(**) ,645(**) 
Significance (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility N 75 75 75 74 74 72 74 
Correlation Coefficient ,620(**) ,662(**) 1,000(**) ,328(**) ,761(**) ,728(**) ,629(**) 
Significance (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,004 ,000 ,000 ,000 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling 
N 
75 75 77 75 76 72 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,325(**) ,434(**) ,328(**) 1,000(**) ,534(**) ,394(**) ,416(**) 
Significance (2-tailed) ,005 ,000 ,004 ,000 ,000 ,001 ,000 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Interoperability of 
the WFM-Application N 74 74 75 76 76 71 74 
Correlation Coefficient ,644(**) ,738(**) ,761(**) ,534(**) 1,000(**) ,784(**) ,663(**) 
Significance (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application N 74 74 76 76 77 71 74 
Correlation Coefficient ,609(**) ,651(**) ,728(**) ,394(**) ,784(**) 1,000(**) ,537(**) 
Significance (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,001 ,000 ,000 ,000 
Project Objective/ 
Satisfaction: Modelling of 
Flexibility-/Interoperability 
Aspects N 72 72 72 71 71 72 71 
Correlation Coefficient ,690(**) ,645(**) ,629(**) ,416(**) ,663(**) ,537(**) 1,000(**) 
Significance (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 
Project Objective 
/Satisfaction: Systematic/ 
Cleary Structured Project 
Approach N 74 74 75 74 74 71 75 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-7: Correlation between the Achievement of Project Objectives 
Interpretation: Which Objectives were reached coherently
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Analysis of the the Project Methodology 
Hypothesis 1: Process Selection (A2) – Clarity (O1) 
A criteria-based identification and selection of business process candidates (A2) 
helps to reveal findings concerning the feasibility of the workflow project (O1) 
 
      
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profi
tability 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profi
tability 
Correlation Coefficient ,324(**) ,312(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,004 ,006 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Strategic 
Importance 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,008 ,238(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,947 ,040 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Customer 
Value 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,111 ,434(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,338 ,000 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Process 
Structuredness 
N 
76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,046 ,295(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,693 ,010 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Repetition 
Frequency 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,248(*) ,464(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,031 ,000 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Relative 
Process Costs 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,030 ,474(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,797 ,000 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Quality of IT-
Support 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,094 ,387(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,417 ,001 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Flexibility 
Requirements 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,155 ,341(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,180 ,003 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: 
Interoperability / 
Integration 
Requirements 
N 
76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,214 ,603(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,064 ,000 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Supposed 
Optimisation Needs 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,158 ,012 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,172 ,919 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Others 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
. . 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
. . 
Spearman-Rho 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: None 
Criteria have been 
used N 76 75 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-8: Correlation between A2 – O1
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QO1P / QO1S depending on QA2_3 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Selection of Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Structuredness N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 41 4,07 1,034 ,162 Project Objective/Priority: Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability Relevant 35 4,31 ,832 ,141 
Not Relevant 41 3,22 1,255 ,196 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 
34 4,29 ,799 ,137 
Table A-9: Mean Value O1 depending on A2_3 
  
Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,017 ,898 -1,107 74 ,272 -,241 ,218 -,675 ,193 
Project 
Objective/Priority: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,126 73,765 ,264 -,241 ,214 -,668 ,186 
Equal variances 
assumed 15,022 ,000 -4,317 73 ,000 -1,075 ,249 -1,571 -,578 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -4,493 68,739 ,000 -1,075 ,239 -1,552 -,597 
Table A-10: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O1 depending on A2_3 
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Figure A-22: Satisfaction O1 depending on A2_3 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-23: Satisfaction O1 depending on A2_3 / Mean & Deviation
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QO1P / QO1S depending on QA2_5 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Selection of Processes / 
Aspects: Relative 
Process Costs N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 45 3,98 1,055 ,157 Project Objective/Priority: Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability Relevant 31 4,48 ,677 ,122 
Not Relevant 44 3,25 1,203 ,181 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 
31 4,35 ,839 ,151 
Table A-11: Mean Value O1 depending on A2_5 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 1,095 ,299 -2,355 74 ,021 -,506 ,215 -,934 -,078 
Project 
Objective/Priority: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -2,546 73,698 ,013 -,506 ,199 -,902 -,110 
Equal variances 
assumed 9,796 ,003 -4,410 73 ,000 -1,105 ,251 -1,604 -,605 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -4,686 72,998 ,000 -1,105 ,236 -1,575 -,635 
Table A-12: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O1 depending on A2_5 
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Figure A-24: Satisfaction O1 depending on A2_5 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-25: Satisfaction O1 depending on A2_5 / Mean & Deviation
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QO1P / QO1S depending on QA2_6 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Selection of Processes / 
Aspects: Quality of IT-
Support N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 47 4,17 1,028 ,150 Project Objective/Priority: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 29 4,21 ,819 ,152 
Not Relevant 47 3,28 1,210 ,177 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 
28 4,43 ,742 ,140 
Table A-13: Mean Value O1 depending on A2_6 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,726 ,397 -,163 74 ,871 -,037 ,225 -,486 ,412 
Project 
Objective/Priority: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -,172 69,163 ,864 -,037 ,214 -,463 ,389 
Equal variances 
assumed 14,933 ,000 -4,546 73 ,000 -1,152 ,253 -1,657 -,647 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,110 72,912 ,000 -1,152 ,225 -1,601 -,703 
Table A-14: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O1 depending on A2_6 
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Figure A-26: Satisfaction O1 depending on A2_6 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-27: Satisfaction O1 depending on A2_6 / Mean & Deviation
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QO1P / QO1S depending on QA2_9 
T-Test 
 
 Group Statistics 
  
Selection of Processes / 
Aspects: Supposed 
Optimisation Needs N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 24 3,83 1,167 ,238 Project Objective/Priority: Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability Relevant 52 4,35 ,789 ,109 
Not Relevant 24 2,58 1,139 ,232 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 
51 4,24 ,790 ,111 
Table A-15: Mean Value O1 depending on A2_9 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 3,533 ,064 -2,250 74 ,027 -,513 ,228 -,967 -,059 
Project 
Objective/Priority: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,956 33,068 ,059 -,513 ,262 -1,046 ,021 
Equal variances 
assumed 5,548 ,021 -7,300 73 ,000 -1,652 ,226 -2,103 -1,201 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -6,417 33,788 ,000 -1,652 ,257 -2,175 -1,129 
Table A-16: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O1 depending on A2_9 
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Figure A-28: Satisfaction O1 depending on A2_9 / Absolute Frequency 
 43 
Not Relevant Relevant
Selection of Processes / Aspects: Supposed 
Optimisation Needs
1
2
3
4
5
M
ea
n
 
+
-
 
1 
SD
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profita
bility
Project 
Objective/Satisfac
tion: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profita
bility
 
Figure A-29: Satisfaction O1 depending on A2_9 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 2: Process Analysis (A3) – Clarity (O1) 
An adequate scope of the business process analysis (which reveals the processes’ weakpoints) 
(A3) reveals findings concerning the project’s profitability and the project’s feasibility (O1). 
 
      
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profi
tability 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profi
tability 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,018 ,347(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,877 ,002 
Analysis of Processes 
/ Aspects: Process 
Flow 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,224 ,340(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,051 ,003 
Analysis of Processes 
/ Aspects: 
Organisational 
Responsibilities N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,269(*) ,370(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,019 ,001 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Costs 
N 
76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,098 ,250(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,401 ,031 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: IT-Support 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,238(*) ,506(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,039 ,000 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Flexibility / Adaptation 
Needs N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,129 ,337(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,266 ,003 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Inter-
/Intraorganisational 
Coupling of Processes N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,156 ,627(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,179 ,000 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Separation of 
Standard Processes 
and Exception 
Variants 
N 
76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,161 ,416(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,164 ,000 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Weak Points 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
. . 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
. . 
Spearman-Rho 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Others 
N 76 75 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-17: Correlation between A3 – O1 
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QO1P / QO1S depending on QA3_5 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Flexibility / Adaptation 
Needs N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 39 3,95 1,075 ,172 Project Objective/Priority: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 37 4,43 ,728 ,120 
Not Relevant 38 3,11 1,203 ,195 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 
37 4,32 ,818 ,135 
Table A-18: Mean Value O1 depending on A3_5 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,588 ,445 -2,285 74 ,025 -,484 ,212 -,906 -,062 
Project 
Objective/Priority: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -2,307 67,082 ,024 -,484 ,210 -,902 -,065 
Equal variances 
assumed 8,278 ,005 -5,117 73 ,000 -1,219 ,238 -1,694 -,744 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,142 65,343 ,000 -1,219 ,237 -1,692 -,746 
Table A-19: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O1 depending on A3_5 
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Figure A-30: Satisfaction O1 depending on A3_5 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-31: Satisfaction O1 depending on A3_5 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO1P / QO1S depending on QA3_7 
 
T-Test 
 
 Group Statistics 
  
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Separation of 
Standard Processes and 
Exception Variants N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 39 4,00 1,100 ,176 Project Objective/Priority: Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability Relevant 37 4,38 ,721 ,118 
Not Relevant 38 2,97 1,127 ,183 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 
37 4,46 ,691 ,114 
Table A-20: Mean Value O1 depending on A3_7 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    
F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,906 ,344 -1,763 74 ,082 -,378 ,215 -,806 ,049 
Project 
Objective/Priority: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,782 65,918 ,079 -,378 ,212 -,802 ,046 
Equal variances 
assumed 8,368 ,005 -6,862 73 ,000 -1,486 ,217 -1,917 -1,054 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -6,904 61,650 ,000 -1,486 ,215 -1,916 -1,056 
Table A-21: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O1 depending on A3_7 
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Figure A-32: Satisfaction O1 depending on A3_7 / Absolute Frequency 
 50 
Not Relevant Relevant
Analysis Processes / Aspects: Separation of 
Standard Processes and Exception Variants
2
3
4
5
M
ea
n
 
+
-
 
1 
SD
Project 
Objective/Priority
: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profita
bility
Project 
Objective/Satisfa
ction: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profita
bility
 
 
Figure A-33: Satisfaction O1 depending on A3_7 / Mean & Deviation
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QO1P / QO1S depending on QA3_8 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process Weak 
Points N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 30 3,97 1,098 ,200 Project Objective/Priority: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 46 4,33 ,818 ,121 
Not Relevant 29 3,07 1,223 ,227 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 
46 4,11 ,994 ,147 
Table A-22: Mean Value O1 depending on A3_8 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,638 ,427 -1,633 74 ,107 -,359 ,220 -,798 ,079 
Project 
Objective/Priority: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,536 49,602 ,131 -,359 ,234 -,829 ,111 
Equal variances 
assumed 3,549 ,064 -4,033 73 ,000 -1,040 ,258 -1,554 -,526 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -3,847 50,712 ,000 -1,040 ,270 -1,582 -,497 
Table A-23: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O1 depending on A3_8 
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Figure A-34: Satisfaction O1 depending on A3_8 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-35: Satisfaction O1 depending on A3_8 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 3: Process Optimisation (A4) – Clarity (O1) 
An appropriate scope of the business process optimisation which focuses on efficiency gains 
(A4_1,A4_2) helps to reveal the workflow project’s profitability (O1) and the organisational 
feasibility (O1). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profi
tability 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profi
tability 
Correlation Coefficient 
,072 ,550(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,536 ,000 
Optimisation of 
Processes: Efficiency 
Gains (time & Cost 
Savings) N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,047 ,490(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,690 ,000 
Spearman-Rho 
Optimisation of 
Processes: Elimination 
of Weak Points 
N 76 75 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-24: Correlation between A4 – O1 
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QO1P / QO1S depending on QA4_1 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Optimisation of 
Processes: Efficiency 
Gains (time & Cost 
Savings) N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 12 3,92 1,240 ,358 Project Objective/Priority: Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability Relevant 64 4,23 ,886 ,111 
Not Relevant 12 2,08 ,669 ,193 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 
63 4,02 1,008 ,127 
Table A-25: Mean Value O1 depending on A4_1 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 2,129 ,149 -1,066 74 ,290 -,318 ,298 -,911 ,276 
Project 
Objective/Priority: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -,848 13,187 ,412 -,318 ,375 -1,126 ,491 
Equal variances 
assumed 4,360 ,040 -6,362 73 ,000 -1,933 ,304 -2,538 -1,327 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -8,365 21,859 ,000 -1,933 ,231 -2,412 -1,453 
Table A-26: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O1 depending on A4_1 
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Figure A-36: Satisfaction O1 depending on A4_1 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-37: Satisfaction O1 depending on A4_1 / Mean & Deviation
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QO1P / QO1S depending on QA4_2 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Optimisation of 
Processes: Elimination of 
Weak Points N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 13 4,08 1,038 ,288 Project Objective/Priority: Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability Relevant 63 4,21 ,936 ,118 
Not Relevant 13 2,31 1,032 ,286 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 
62 4,00 1,008 ,128 
Table A-27: Mean Value O1 depending on A4_2 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,013 ,911 -,446 74 ,657 -,129 ,290 -,708 ,449 
Project 
Objective/Priority: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -,416 16,278 ,683 -,129 ,311 -,788 ,529 
Equal variances 
assumed ,103 ,750 -5,482 73 ,000 -1,692 ,309 -2,308 -1,077 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -5,399 17,153 ,000 -1,692 ,313 -2,353 -1,031 
 
Table A-28: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O1 depending on A4_2
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Figure A-38: Satisfaction O1 depending on A4_2 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-39: Satisfaction O1 depending on A4_2 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 4: System Selection / Vendor Workshops (A5) – Clarity (O1) 
Requirements- and gap-analysis workshops with WFMS-vendors (A5_6) lead to findings 
concerning the technical feasibility and the profitability of the workflow project (O1). 
 
      
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profi
tability 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profi
tability 
Correlation Coefficient ,097 ,478(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,426 ,000 
Spearman-Rho Selection of a WFMS: 
Workshop with 
Vendors 
N 70 69 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-29: Correlation between A5 – O1 
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QO1P / QO1S depending on QA5_6 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Selection of a WFMS: 
Workshop with Vendors N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 36 4,14 ,961 ,160 Project Objective/Priority: Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability Relevant 34 4,32 ,843 ,145 
Not Relevant 35 3,23 1,165 ,197 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 
34 4,32 ,878 ,151 
Table A-30: Mean Value O1 depending on A5_6 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,000 ,992 -,853 68 ,397 -,185 ,217 -,617 ,247 
Project 
Objective/Priority: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -,856 67,643 ,395 -,185 ,216 -,615 ,246 
Equal variances 
assumed 7,047 ,010 -4,398 67 ,000 -1,095 ,249 -1,592 -,598 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -4,416 63,136 ,000 -1,095 ,248 -1,590 -,600 
Table A-31: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O1 depending on A5_6 
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Figure A-40: Satisfaction O1 depending on A5_6 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-41: Satisfaction O1 depending on A5_6 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 5: Feasibility Study (A7) – Clarity (O1) 
The execution of a feasibility study (A7) helps to reveal findings concerning the feasibility 
and the profitability of the workflow project (O1). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profi
tability 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profi
tability 
Correlation Coefficient ,007 ,561(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,956 ,000 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Project Costs / 
Profitability 
N 69 68 
Correlation Coefficient ,146 ,270(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,231 ,026 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: User 
Acceptance 
N 69 68 
Correlation Coefficient ,006 ,372(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,964 ,002 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: WFM Ability of 
the Processes 
N 
69 68 
Correlation Coefficient ,173 ,512(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,155 ,000 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Adaptability / 
Flexibility of the WFM-
Application N 69 68 
Correlation Coefficient ,279(*) ,461(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,020 ,000 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Exception 
Handling 
Requirements N 69 68 
Correlation Coefficient ,010 ,308(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,937 ,011 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Organisational 
Interoperability 
Requirements N 69 68 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,090 ,297(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,462 ,014 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Technical 
Interoperability 
Requirements N 69 68 
Correlation Coefficient ,058 -,122 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,629 ,314 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Others 
N 71 70 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,039 -,462(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,742 ,000 
Spearman-Rho 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: No Feasibility 
Study 
N 73 72 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-32: Correlation between A7 – O1 
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QO1P / QO1S depending on QA7_1 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Feasibility Study / Scope: 
Project Costs / Profitability N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 23 4,13 1,140 ,238 Project Objective/Priority: Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability Relevant 46 4,26 ,828 ,122 
Not Relevant 23 2,65 1,265 ,264 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 
45 4,24 ,773 ,115 
Table A-33: Mean Value O1 depending on A7_1 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 1,118 ,294 -,542 67 ,590 -,130 ,241 -,611 ,350 
Project 
Objective/Priority: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -,488 33,980 ,629 -,130 ,267 -,674 ,413 
Equal variances 
assumed 7,873 ,007 -6,434 66 ,000 -1,592 ,247 -2,086 -1,098 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -5,531 30,644 ,000 -1,592 ,288 -2,180 -1,005 
Table A-34: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O1 depending on A7_1 
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Figure A-42: Satisfaction O1 depending on A7_1 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-43: Satisfaction O1 depending on A7_1 / Mean & Deviation
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QO1P / QO1S depending on QA7_4 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Feasibility Study / Scope: 
Adaptability / Flexibility of 
the WFM-Application N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 37 4,03 1,093 ,180 Project Objective/Priority: Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability Relevant 32 4,44 ,669 ,118 
Not Relevant 36 3,11 1,237 ,206 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 
32 4,38 ,793 ,140 
Table A-35: Mean Value O1 depending on A7_4 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 1,878 ,175 -1,846 67 ,069 -,410 ,222 -,854 ,033 
Project 
Objective/Priority: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,909 60,726 ,061 -,410 ,215 -,841 ,020 
Equal variances 
assumed 10,794 ,002 -4,945 66 ,000 -1,264 ,256 -1,774 -,754 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,069 60,298 ,000 -1,264 ,249 -1,763 -,765 
Table A-36: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O1 depending on A7_4 
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Figure A-44: Satisfaction O1 depending on A7_4 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-45: Satisfaction O1 depending on A7_4 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO1P / QO1S depending on QA7_5 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Feasibility Study / Scope: 
Exception Handling 
Requirements N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 44 4,02 1,023 ,154 Project Objective/Priority: Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability Relevant 25 4,56 ,651 ,130 
Not Relevant 43 3,28 1,241 ,189 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 
25 4,44 ,768 ,154 
Table A-37: Mean Value O1 depending on A7_5 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,931 ,338 -2,365 67 ,021 -,537 ,227 -,991 -,084 
Project 
Objective/Priority: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -2,663 66,041 ,010 -,537 ,202 -,940 -,134 
Equal variances 
assumed 12,402 ,001 -4,224 66 ,000 -1,161 ,275 -1,710 -,612 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -4,763 65,678 ,000 -1,161 ,244 -1,648 -,674 
Table A-38: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O1 depending on A7_5 
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Figure A-46: Satisfaction O1 depending on A7_5 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-47: Satisfaction O1 depending on A7_5 / Mean & Deviation
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QO1P / QO1S depending on QA7_9 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Feasibility Study / Scope: 
No Feasibility Study N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 61 4,30 ,782 ,100 Project Objective/Priority: Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability Relevant 12 3,92 1,443 ,417 
Not Relevant 60 3,98 1,000 ,129 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 
12 2,33 1,155 ,333 
Table A-39: Mean Value O1 depending on A7_9 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    
F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 8,615 ,004 1,308 71 ,195 ,378 ,289 -,199 ,955 
Project 
Objective/Priority: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     ,883 12,299 ,394 ,378 ,429 -,553 1,310 
Equal variances 
assumed ,129 ,720 5,087 70 ,000 1,650 ,324 1,003 2,297 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    4,616 14,486 ,000 1,650 ,357 ,886 2,414 
Table A-40: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O1 depending on A7_9 
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Figure A-48: Satisfaction O1 depending on A7_9 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-49: Satisfaction O1 depending on A7_9 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 6: Prototyping (A8) – Clarity (O1) 
Early Prototyping (A8_4) helps to gain findings concerning the project’s feasibility (O1). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profi
tability 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profi
tability 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,024 ,432(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,838 ,000 
Spearman-Rho Implementation 
Process: Early 
Explorative 
Prototyping N 76 75 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-41: Correlation between A8 – O1 
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QO1P / QO1S depending on QA8_4 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Implementation Process: 
Early Explorative 
Prototyping N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 31 4,26 ,815 ,146 Project Objective/Priority: Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability Relevant 45 4,13 1,036 ,154 
Not Relevant 31 3,10 1,165 ,209 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Relevant 
44 4,14 1,025 ,155 
Table A-42: Mean Value O1 depending on A8_4 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 1,842 ,179 ,561 74 ,576 ,125 ,222 -,318 ,568 
Project 
Objective/Priority: Clarity 
concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     ,586 72,605 ,560 ,125 ,213 -,299 ,549 
Equal variances 
assumed 1,928 ,169 -4,087 73 ,000 -1,040 ,254 -1,547 -,533 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -3,997 59,340 ,000 -1,040 ,260 -1,560 -,519 
Table A-43: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O1 depending on A8_4
 80 
Not Relevant Relevant
Implementation Process: Early Explorative 
Prototyping
0
5
10
15
20
Co
u
n
t
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction
: Clarity concerning 
Feasibility/Profitability
Goal was not 
achieved
Goal was 
hardly 
achieved
Medium Goal 
fulfilment
Goal was 
nearly 
achieved
Goal was 
achieved
 
Figure A-50: Satisfaction O1 depending on A8_4 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-51: Satisfaction O1 depending on A8_4 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 7: Modelling Methodology (A1) – Process Flexibility (O2) 
Modelling flexibility aspects (A1_6,A1_7) is a prerequisite for flexible business process 
support (O2). 
 
      
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Correlation Coefficient ,230 ,459(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,050 ,000 
Modelling 
Methodology: Possible 
Process Exceptions 
N 73 72 
Correlation Coefficient ,438(**) ,688(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,000 ,000 
Spearman-Rho 
Modelling 
Methodology: Possible 
Process 
Variants/Flex.Aspects N 73 72 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-44: Correlation between A1 – O2 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA1_6 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Modelling Methodology: 
Possible Process 
Exceptions N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 42 3,69 1,259 ,194 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 31 4,29 ,783 ,141 
Not Relevant 41 2,80 1,647 ,257 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
31 4,35 ,755 ,136 
Table A-45: Mean Value O2 depending on A1_6 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 7,438 ,008 -2,338 71 ,022 -,600 ,257 -1,111 -,088 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -2,501 69,242 ,015 -,600 ,240 -1,078 -,121 
Equal variances 
assumed 46,990 ,000 -4,863 70 ,000 -1,550 ,319 -2,186 -,914 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -5,332 59,230 ,000 -1,550 ,291 -2,132 -,968 
Table A-46: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A1_6 
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Figure A-52: Satisfaction O2 depending on A1_6 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-53: Satisfaction O2 depending on A1_6 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA1_7 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Modelling Methodology: 
Possible Process 
Variants/Flex.Aspects N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 39 3,49 1,211 ,194 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 34 4,47 ,706 ,121 
Not Relevant 38 2,50 1,428 ,232 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
34 4,56 ,705 ,121 
Table A-47: Mean Value O2 depending on A1_7 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 10,408 ,002 -4,156 71 ,000 -,983 ,237 -1,455 -,512 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -4,300 62,489 ,000 -,983 ,229 -1,440 -,526 
Equal variances 
assumed 36,330 ,000 -7,612 70 ,000 -2,059 ,270 -2,598 -1,519 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -7,878 55,275 ,000 -2,059 ,261 -2,583 -1,535 
Table A-48: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A1_7
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Figure A-54: Satisfaction O2 depending on A1_7 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-55: Satisfaction O2 depending on A1_7 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 8: Process Selection (A2) – Process Flexibility (O2) 
A criteria based selection of business process candidates (A2) helps to improve the processes’ 
flexibility (O2). 
 
      
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Correlation Coefficient ,251(*) ,253(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,029 ,029 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Strategic 
Importance 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,007 ,110 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,952 ,348 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Customer 
Value 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,136 ,289(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,243 ,012 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Process 
Structuredness 
N 
76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,034 ,284(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,771 ,014 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Repetition 
Frequency 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,087 ,378(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,456 ,001 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Relative 
Process Costs 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,250(*) ,412(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,029 ,000 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Quality of IT-
Support 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,425(**) ,514(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Flexibility 
Requirements 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,148 ,391(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,203 ,001 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: 
Interoperability / 
Integration 
Requirements 
N 
76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,137 ,507(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,240 ,000 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Supposed 
Optimisation Needs 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,181 ,000 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,117 1,000 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Others 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
. . 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
. . 
Spearman-Rho 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: None 
Criteria have been 
used N 76 75 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-49: Correlation between A2 – O2 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA2_6 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Selection of Processes / 
Aspects: Quality of IT-
Support N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 47 3,74 1,132 ,165 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 29 4,28 ,960 ,178 
Not Relevant 47 3,02 1,635 ,238 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
28 4,39 ,832 ,157 
Table A-50: Mean Value O2 depending on A2_6 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 1,385 ,243 -2,102 74 ,039 -,531 ,253 -1,035 -,028 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -2,186 66,754 ,032 -,531 ,243 -1,016 -,046 
Equal variances 
assumed 28,866 ,000 -4,124 73 ,000 -1,372 ,333 -2,034 -,709 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -4,802 71,619 ,000 -1,372 ,286 -1,941 -,802 
Table A-51: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A2_6 
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Figure A-56: Satisfaction O2 depending on A2_6 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-57: Satisfaction O2 depending on A2_6 / Mean & Deviation
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA2_7 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Selection of Processes / 
Aspects: Flexibility 
Requirements N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 50 3,64 1,120 ,158 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 26 4,54 ,761 ,149 
Not Relevant 49 2,98 1,561 ,223 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
26 4,58 ,758 ,149 
Table A-52: Mean Value O2 depending on A2_7 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 4,832 ,031 -3,667 74 ,000 -,898 ,245 -1,387 -,410 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -4,129 68,657 ,000 -,898 ,218 -1,333 -,464 
Equal variances 
assumed 25,248 ,000 -4,908 73 ,000 -1,597 ,325 -2,246 -,949 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -5,961 72,603 ,000 -1,597 ,268 -2,131 -1,063 
Table A-53: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A2_7 
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Figure A-58: Satisfaction O2 depending on A2_7 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-59: Satisfaction O2 depending on A2_7 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA2_9 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Selection of Processes / 
Aspects: Supposed 
Optimisation Needs N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 24 3,75 1,113 ,227 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 52 4,04 1,084 ,150 
Not Relevant 24 2,33 1,494 ,305 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
51 4,10 1,204 ,169 
Table A-54: Mean Value O2 depending on A2_9 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,000 ,983 -1,069 74 ,288 -,288 ,270 -,826 ,249 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,059 43,757 ,296 -,288 ,272 -,838 ,261 
Equal variances 
assumed 3,680 ,059 -5,473 73 ,000 -1,765 ,322 -2,407 -1,122 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -5,064 37,599 ,000 -1,765 ,348 -2,470 -1,059 
Table A-55: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A2_9
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Figure A-60: Satisfaction O2 depending on A2_9 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-61: Satisfaction O2 depending on A2_9 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 9: Process Analysis (A3) – Process Flexibility (O2) 
An appropriate scope of the business process analysis (A3) helps to improve the processes’ 
flexibility (O2). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Correlation Coefficient ,036 ,257(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,756 ,026 
Analysis of Processes 
/ Aspects: Process 
Flow 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,174 ,348(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,133 ,002 
Analysis of Processes 
/ Aspects: 
Organisational 
Responsibilities N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,164 ,309(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,158 ,007 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Costs 
N 
76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,011 ,352(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,926 ,002 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: IT-Support 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,476(**) ,589(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Flexibility / Adaptation 
Needs N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,079 ,341(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,499 ,003 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Inter-
/Intraorganisational 
Coupling of Processes N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,156 ,484(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,178 ,000 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Separation of 
Standard Processes 
and Exception 
Variants 
N 
76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,218 ,332(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,058 ,004 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Weak Points 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
. . 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
. . 
Spearman-Rho 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Others 
N 76 75 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-56: Correlation between A3 – O2 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA3_5 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Flexibility / Adaptation 
Needs N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 39 3,46 1,144 ,183 Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 37 4,46 ,767 ,126 
Not Relevant 38 2,63 1,550 ,251 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
37 4,46 ,803 ,132 
Table A-57: Mean Value O2 depending on A3_5 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 5,804 ,018 -4,443 74 ,000 -,998 ,225 -1,445 -,550 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -4,488 66,751 ,000 -,998 ,222 -1,442 -,554 
Equal variances 
assumed 35,256 ,000 -6,389 73 ,000 -1,828 ,286 -2,398 -1,258 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -6,439 55,840 ,000 -1,828 ,284 -2,397 -1,259 
Table A-58: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A3_5 
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Figure A-62: Satisfaction O2 depending on A3_5 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-63: Satisfaction O2 depending on A3_5 / Mean & Deviation
 103 
QO2P / QO2S depending on QA3_7 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Separation of 
Standard Processes and 
Exception Variants N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 39 3,77 1,180 ,189 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 37 4,14 ,976 ,161 
Not Relevant 38 2,76 1,618 ,262 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
37 4,32 ,944 ,155 
Table A-59: Mean Value O2 depending on A3_7 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 2,126 ,149 -1,468 74 ,146 -,366 ,249 -,862 ,131 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,476 72,681 ,144 -,366 ,248 -,860 ,128 
Equal variances 
assumed 30,724 ,000 -5,085 73 ,000 -1,561 ,307 -2,173 -,949 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,119 59,886 ,000 -1,561 ,305 -2,171 -,951 
Table A-60: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A3_7
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Figure A-64: Satisfaction O2 depending on A3_7 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-65: Satisfaction O2 depending on A3_7 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 10: Implementation Process (A8) – Process Flexibility (O2) 
A repeated analysis of process exceptions (A8) helps to improve the processes’ flexibility 
(O2). 
  
      
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Correlation Coefficient ,227(*) ,341(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,048 ,003 
Implementation 
Process: Iterative 
Analysis, Design, and 
Implementation N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,235(*) ,502(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,041 ,000 
Implementation 
Process: Consolidated 
Business Processes 
and Workflow related 
Activities N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,057 ,267(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,628 ,021 
Implementation 
Process: Consolidated 
Technical Deliverables 
and BP-/WF-
specifications 
N 
76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,179 ,492(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,121 ,000 
Spearman-Rho 
Implementation 
Process: Early 
Explorative Prototyping 
N 76 75 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-61: Correlation between A8 – O2 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA8_2 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Implementation Process: 
Consolidated Business 
Processes and Workflow 
related Activities N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 30 3,67 1,093 ,200 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 46 4,13 1,067 ,157 
Not Relevant 30 2,50 1,635 ,298 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
45 4,22 ,997 ,149 
Table A-62: Mean Value O2 depending on A8_2 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,144 ,705 -1,834 74 ,071 -,464 ,253 -,968 ,040 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,825 61,031 ,073 -,464 ,254 -,972 ,044 
Equal variances 
assumed 20,944 ,000 -5,669 73 ,000 -1,722 ,304 -2,328 -1,117 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,165 43,419 ,000 -1,722 ,333 -2,395 -1,050 
Table A-63: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A8_2 
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Figure A-66: Satisfaction O2 depending on A8_2 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-67: Satisfaction O2 depending on A8_2 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA8_4 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Implementation Process: 
Early Explorative 
Prototyping N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 31 3,77 1,023 ,184 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 45 4,07 1,136 ,169 
Not Relevant 31 2,61 1,542 ,277 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
44 4,18 1,167 ,176 
Table A-64: Mean Value O2 depending on A8_4 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,162 ,688 -1,148 74 ,255 -,292 ,255 -,800 ,215 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,170 68,770 ,246 -,292 ,250 -,791 ,206 
Equal variances 
assumed 8,917 ,004 -5,016 73 ,000 -1,569 ,313 -2,192 -,946 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -4,781 53,057 ,000 -1,569 ,328 -2,227 -,911 
Table A-65: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A8_4 
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Figure A-68: Satisfaction O2 depending on A8_4 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-69: Satisfaction O2 depending on A8_4 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 11: Process Optimisation (A4) – Process Flexibility (O2) 
An appropriate scope of the business process optimisation which focuses on process 
flexibility (A4_6) yields an improved adaptability of business processes (O2). 
 
      
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Correlation Coefficient ,517(**) ,617(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 
Spearman-Rho Optimisation of 
Processes: Improved 
Process Flexibility 
N 76 75 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-66: Correlation between A4 – O2 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA4_6 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Optimisation of 
Processes: Improved 
Process Flexibility N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 42 3,48 1,110 ,171 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 34 4,53 ,748 ,128 
Not Relevant 41 2,68 1,524 ,238 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
34 4,56 ,705 ,121 
Table A-67: Mean Value O2 depending on A4_6 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 5,670 ,020 -4,730 74 ,000 -1,053 ,223 -1,497 -,610 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -4,923 71,834 ,000 -1,053 ,214 -1,480 -,627 
Equal variances 
assumed 44,587 ,000 -6,611 73 ,000 -1,876 ,284 -2,441 -1,310 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -7,029 58,566 ,000 -1,876 ,267 -2,410 -1,342 
Table A-68: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A4_6
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Figure A-70: Satisfaction O2 depending on A4_6 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-71: Satisfaction O2 depending on A4_6 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 12: Feasibility Study (A7) – Process Flexibility (O2) 
Considering flexibility requirements within a feasibility study of a workflow project (A7) 
improve the business processes’ flexibility (O2). 
 
      
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Correlation Coefficient ,029 ,463(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,811 ,000 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Project Costs / 
Profitability 
N 69 68 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,219 ,129 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,071 ,294 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: User 
Acceptance 
N 69 68 
Correlation Coefficient ,104 ,328(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,395 ,006 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: WFM Ability of 
the Processes 
N 
69 68 
Correlation Coefficient ,417(**) ,617(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Adaptability / 
Flexibility of the WFM-
Application N 69 68 
Correlation Coefficient ,258(*) ,351(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,032 ,003 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Exception 
Handling 
Requirements N 69 68 
Correlation Coefficient ,047 ,266(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,702 ,028 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Organisational 
Interoperability 
Requirements N 69 68 
Correlation Coefficient ,017 ,148 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,892 ,228 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Technical 
Interoperability 
Requirements N 69 68 
Correlation Coefficient ,114 -,010 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,346 ,938 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Others 
N 71 70 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,187 -,243(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,112 ,040 
Spearman-Rho 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: No Feasibility 
Study 
N 73 72 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-69 Correlation between A7 – O2 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA7_1 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Feasibility Study / Scope: 
Project Costs / Profitability N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 23 3,91 1,083 ,226 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 46 4,00 1,033 ,152 
Not Relevant 23 2,39 1,559 ,325 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
45 4,02 1,252 ,187 
Table A-70: Mean Value O2 depending on A7_1 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,045 ,833 -,324 67 ,747 -,087 ,268 -,622 ,448 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -,319 42,266 ,751 -,087 ,272 -,637 ,463 
Equal variances 
assumed 4,355 ,041 -4,671 66 ,000 -1,631 ,349 -2,328 -,934 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -4,351 36,890 ,000 -1,631 ,375 -2,391 -,871 
Table A-71: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A7_1 
 119 
Not Relevant Relevant
Feasibility Study / Scope: Project Costs / 
Profitability
0
5
10
15
20
25
Co
u
n
t
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction
: Improvement of 
Process Flexibility
Goal was not 
achieved
Goal was 
hardly 
achieved
Medium Goal 
fulfilment
Goal was 
nearly 
achieved
Goal was 
achieved
 
Figure A-72: Satisfaction O2 depending on A7_1 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-73: Satisfaction O2 depending on A7_1 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA7_4 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Feasibility Study / Scope: 
Adaptability / Flexibility of 
the WFM-Application N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 37 3,57 1,144 ,188 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 32 4,44 ,669 ,118 
Not Relevant 36 2,56 1,539 ,256 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
32 4,50 ,718 ,127 
Table A-72: Mean Value O2 depending on A7_4 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 6,779 ,011 -3,778 67 ,000 -,870 ,230 -1,330 -,410 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -3,917 59,338 ,000 -,870 ,222 -1,314 -,426 
Equal variances 
assumed 40,613 ,000 -6,538 66 ,000 -1,944 ,297 -2,538 -1,351 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -6,794 50,818 ,000 -1,944 ,286 -2,519 -1,370 
Table A-73: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A7_4
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Figure A-74: Satisfaction O2 depending on A7_4 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-75: Satisfaction O2 depending on A7_4 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 13: Prototyping (A8) – Process Flexibility (O2) 
Early Prototyping (A8_4) of flexibility requirements may improve the flexibility of the 
business processes (O2). 
 
      
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Correlation Coefficient ,179 ,492(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,121 ,000 
Spearman-Rho Implementation 
Process: Early 
Explorative 
Prototyping N 76 75 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-74: Correlation between A8_4 – O2 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA8_4 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Implementation Process: 
Early Explorative 
Prototyping N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 31 3,77 1,023 ,184 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 45 4,07 1,136 ,169 
Not Relevant 31 2,61 1,542 ,277 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
44 4,18 1,167 ,176 
Table A-75: Mean Value O2 depending on A8_4 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,162 ,688 -1,148 74 ,255 -,292 ,255 -,800 ,215 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,170 68,770 ,246 -,292 ,250 -,791 ,206 
Equal variances 
assumed 8,917 ,004 -5,016 73 ,000 -1,569 ,313 -2,192 -,946 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -4,781 53,057 ,000 -1,569 ,328 -2,227 -,911 
Table A-76: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A8_4
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Figure A-76: Satisfaction O2 depending on A8_4 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-77: Satisfaction O2 depending on A8_4 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 14: CPI-Process / Scope (A9) – Process Flexibility (O2) 
A continuous process improvement (A9) that considers modifications on workflow 
specifications according to new and changing business processes improves the business 
processes’ flexibility (O2). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Correlation Coefficient 
,265(*) ,442(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,023 ,000 
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: Workflow 
Monitoring N 74 73 
Correlation Coefficient ,129 ,167 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,275 ,159 
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: Performance 
Optimisation (WFM-
Application) N 
74 73 
Correlation Coefficient ,190 ,495(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,105 ,000 
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: BP-
Optimisation N 
74 73 
Correlation Coefficient ,157 ,585(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,182 ,000 
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: Modified WF-
Specifications (new 
Requirements) 
N 
74 73 
Correlation Coefficient ,044 ,229 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,707 ,051 
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: Learn- and 
Communication 
Process 
N 
74 73 
Correlation Coefficient 
. . 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
. . 
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: Others 
N 74 73 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,065 -,579(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,578 ,000 
Spearman-Rho 
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: No CPI 
Process N 75 74 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-77: Correlation between A9 – O2 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA9_1 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: Workflow 
Monitoring N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 37 3,68 1,156 ,190 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 37 4,24 ,925 ,152 
Not Relevant 37 2,76 1,690 ,278 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
36 4,28 ,882 ,147 
Table A-78: Mean Value O2 depending on A9_1 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 2,213 ,141 -2,332 72 ,023 -,568 ,243 -1,053 -,082 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -2,332 68,700 ,023 -,568 ,243 -1,053 -,082 
Equal variances 
assumed 35,286 ,000 -4,801 71 ,000 -1,521 ,317 -2,153 -,889 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -4,839 54,576 ,000 -1,521 ,314 -2,151 -,891 
Table A-79: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A9_1 
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Figure A-78: Satisfaction O2 depending on A9_1 / Absolute Frequency 
 131 
Not Relevant Relevant
CPI- / Workflow Improvement Process / Scope: 
Workflow Monitoring
1
2
3
4
5
6
M
ea
n
 
+
-
 
1 
SD
Project 
Objective/Priority
: Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility
Project 
Objective/Satisfa
ction: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility
 
Figure A-79: Satisfaction O2 depending on A9_1 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA9_3 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: BP-Optimisation N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 40 3,73 1,240 ,196 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 34 4,24 ,781 ,134 
Not Relevant 39 2,72 1,654 ,265 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
34 4,41 ,701 ,120 
Table A-80: Mean Value O2 depending on A9_3 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 6,102 ,016 -2,074 72 ,042 -,510 ,246 -1,001 -,020 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -2,149 66,712 ,035 -,510 ,237 -,984 -,036 
Equal variances 
assumed 48,066 ,000 -5,550 71 ,000 -1,694 ,305 -2,302 -1,085 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -5,824 52,719 ,000 -1,694 ,291 -2,277 -1,110 
Table A-81: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A9_3 
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Figure A-80: Satisfaction O2 depending on A9_3 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-81: Satisfaction O2 depending on A9_3 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA9_4 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: Modified WF-
Specifications (new 
Requirements) N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 33 3,76 1,173 ,204 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 41 4,12 ,980 ,153 
Not Relevant 32 2,44 1,523 ,269 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
41 4,34 ,938 ,147 
Table A-82: Mean Value O2 depending on A9_4 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 1,115 ,294 -1,456 72 ,150 -,364 ,250 -,863 ,135 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,428 62,293 ,158 -,364 ,255 -,874 ,146 
Equal variances 
assumed 16,073 ,000 -6,572 71 ,000 -1,904 ,290 -2,482 -1,326 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -6,212 48,779 ,000 -1,904 ,306 -2,520 -1,288 
Table A-83: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A9_4 
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Figure A-82: Satisfaction O2 depending on A9_4 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-83: Satisfaction O2 depending on A9_4 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA9_7 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: No CPI Process N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 50 3,96 1,142 ,162 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 25 3,88 1,013 ,203 
Not Relevant 49 4,18 1,093 ,156 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
25 2,20 1,443 ,289 
Table A-84: Mean Value O2 depending on A9_7 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,101 ,752 ,297 73 ,768 ,080 ,270 -,458 ,618 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     ,309 53,588 ,759 ,080 ,259 -,440 ,600 
Equal variances 
assumed 4,806 ,032 6,610 72 ,000 1,984 ,300 1,385 2,582 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    6,044 38,453 ,000 1,984 ,328 1,320 2,648 
Table A-85: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A9_7
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Figure A-84: Satisfaction O2 depending on A9_7 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-85: Satisfaction O2 depending on A9_7 / Mean & Deviation  
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Hypothesis 15: CPI-Process / Responsib. (A10) – Process Flexibility (O2) 
A continuous process improvement (A10) that involves users as wells as process owners 
improves the business processes’ flexibility (O2). 
 
      
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,080 ,122 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,525 ,335 
CPI-/ Workflow 
Improvement Process 
/ Responsibility: Users 
N 66 65 
Correlation Coefficient ,242 ,369(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,051 ,003 
CPI-/ Workflow 
Improvement Process 
/ Responsibility: IT- / 
WFMS-Experts 
N 
66 65 
Correlation Coefficient ,160 ,346(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,200 ,005 
CPI-/ Workflow 
Improvement Process 
/ Responsibility: 
Process Owner N 
66 65 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,217 ,065 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,080 ,605 
Spearman-Rho 
CPI-/ Workflow 
Improvement Process 
/ Responsibility: 
Others N 66 65 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-86: Correlation between A10 – O2 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA10_2 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
CPI-/ Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Responsibility: IT- / 
WFMS-Experts N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 19 3,74 ,991 ,227 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 47 4,15 1,103 ,161 
Not Relevant 19 3,05 1,580 ,363 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
46 4,22 1,052 ,155 
Table A-87: Mean Value O2 depending on A10_2 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,181 ,672 -1,413 64 ,162 -,412 ,292 -,995 ,170 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,479 36,911 ,148 -,412 ,279 -,977 ,152 
Equal variances 
assumed 11,730 ,001 -3,482 63 ,001 -1,165 ,334 -1,833 -,496 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -2,954 24,864 ,007 -1,165 ,394 -1,977 -,352 
Table A-88: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A10_2 
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Figure A-86: Satisfaction O2 depending on A10_2 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-87: Satisfaction O2 depending on A10_2 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA10_3 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
CPI-/ Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Responsibility: Process 
Owner N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 39 3,90 1,119 ,179 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 27 4,22 1,013 ,195 
Not Relevant 38 3,47 1,447 ,235 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
27 4,44 ,892 ,172 
Table A-89: Mean Value O2 depending on A10_3 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,005 ,942 -1,204 64 ,233 -,325 ,270 -,864 ,214 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,227 59,464 ,225 -,325 ,265 -,854 ,205 
Equal variances 
assumed 14,371 ,000 -3,090 63 ,003 -,971 ,314 -1,599 -,343 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -3,339 61,938 ,001 -,971 ,291 -1,552 -,390 
Table A-90: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A10_3
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Figure A-88: Satisfaction O2 depending on A10_3 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-89: Satisfaction O2 depending on A10_3 / Mean & Deviation 
 148 
Hypothesis 16: Exception Handling (A11) – Process Flexibility (O2) 
An exception handling of the workflow management system (A11) improves the business 
processes’ flexibility (O2). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Correlation 
Coefficient ,103 ,463(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,379 ,000 
Spearman-Rho Exception Handling / 
Existence of 
Organisational 
Procedures N 75 74 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-91: Correlation between A11 – O2 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA11_1 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Exception Handling / 
Existence of 
Organisational 
Procedures N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 36 3,81 1,167 ,194 Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 39 4,05 1,025 ,164 
Not Relevant 36 2,69 1,687 ,281 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
38 4,29 ,835 ,136 
Table A-92: Mean Value O2 depending on A11_1 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,900 ,346 -,971 73 ,335 -,246 ,253 -,750 ,259 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -,966 69,932 ,337 -,246 ,254 -,753 ,262 
Equal variances 
assumed 47,186 ,000 -5,195 72 ,000 -1,595 ,307 -2,207 -,983 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,110 50,562 ,000 -1,595 ,312 -2,222 -,968 
Table A-93: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A11_1
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Figure A-90: Satisfaction O2 depending on A11_1 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-91: Satisfaction O2 depending on A11_1 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 17: User Training (A12) – Process Flexibility (O2) 
User Training which encompasses exception handling techniques (A12_4) and the 
modification of the workflow-management application (A12_6) increases the business 
processes’ flexibility (O2). 
 
      
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
Process 
Flexibility 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,029 ,325(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,808 ,006 
User Training / 
Content: Exception 
Handling 
N 72 71 
Correlation Coefficient ,446(**) ,467(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,000 ,000 
Spearman-Rho 
User Training / 
Content: Modification 
of the WFM-
Application N 72 71 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-94: Correlation between A12 – O2 
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QO2P / QO2S depending on QA12_6 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
User Training / Content: 
Modification of the WFM-
Application N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 46 3,67 1,097 ,162 Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Relevant 26 4,58 ,703 ,138 
Not Relevant 45 3,02 1,574 ,235 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Relevant 
26 4,50 ,707 ,139 
Table A-95: Mean Value O2 depending on A12_6 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 3,723 ,058 -3,777 70 ,000 -,903 ,239 -1,380 -,426 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility Equal variances not 
assumed     -4,251 68,784 ,000 -,903 ,212 -1,327 -,479 
Equal variances 
assumed 30,227 ,000 -4,521 69 ,000 -1,478 ,327 -2,130 -,826 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of Process 
Flexibility 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,423 65,949 ,000 -1,478 ,273 -2,022 -,934 
Table A-96: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O2 depending on A12_6
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Figure A-92: Satisfaction O2 depending on A12_6 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-93: Satisfaction O2 depending on A12_6 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 18: Modelling Methodology (A1)–Process Interoperability 
(O3) 
Modelling interoperability aspects (A1_8) helps to gain interoperable and integrated business 
processes (O3). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Correlation Coefficient ,383(**) ,508(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,001 ,000 
Spearman-Rho Modelling 
Methodology: 
Interoperability 
Aspects N 74 74 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-97: Correlation between A1 – O3 
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QO3P / QO3S depending on QA1_8 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Modelling Methodology: 
Interoperability Aspects N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
42 3,95 ,987 ,152 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Relevant 
32 4,59 ,798 ,141 
Not Relevant 42 3,10 1,462 ,226 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Relevant 
32 4,53 ,718 ,127 
Table A-98: Mean Value O3 depending on A1_8 
Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    
F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 1,182 ,281 -3,004 72 ,004 -,641 ,214 -1,067 -,216 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -3,091 71,716 ,003 -,641 ,207 -1,055 -,228 
Equal variances 
assumed 28,669 ,000 -5,102 72 ,000 -1,436 ,281 -1,997 -,875 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,549 62,741 ,000 -1,436 ,259 -1,953 -,919 
Table A-99: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O3 depending on A1_8
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Figure A-94: Satisfaction O3 depending on A1_8 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-95: Satisfaction O3 depending on A1_8 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 19: Process Selection (A2) –Process Interoperability (O3) 
A criteria based identification of business process candidates (A2) contributes to an inter-
company business process interoperability (O3). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Correlation Coefficient ,081 ,179 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,481 ,120 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Strategic 
Importance 
N 77 77 
Correlation Coefficient ,171 ,236(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,137 ,039 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Customer 
Value 
N 77 77 
Correlation Coefficient ,118 ,231(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,308 ,043 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Process 
Structuredness 
N 
77 77 
Correlation Coefficient ,332(**) ,275(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,003 ,016 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Repetition 
Frequency 
N 77 77 
Correlation Coefficient ,111 ,355(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,338 ,002 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Relative 
Process Costs 
N 77 77 
Correlation Coefficient ,063 ,306(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,587 ,007 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Quality of IT-
Support 
N 77 77 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,063 ,344(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,585 ,002 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Flexibility 
Requirements 
N 77 77 
Correlation Coefficient ,341(**) ,428(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,002 ,000 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: 
Interoperability / 
Integration 
Requirements 
N 
77 77 
Correlation Coefficient ,101 ,399(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,383 ,000 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Supposed 
Optimisation Needs 
N 77 77 
Correlation Coefficient ,020 -,027 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,862 ,815 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Others 
N 77 77 
Correlation Coefficient 
. . 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
. . 
Spearman-Rho 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: None 
Criteria have been 
used N 77 77 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-100: Correlation between A2 – O3 
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QO3P / QO3S depending on QA2_8 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
 
  
Selection of Processes / 
Aspects: Interoperability / 
Integration Requirements N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
52 4,06 ,998 ,138 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling Relevant 
25 4,68 ,690 ,138 
Not Relevant 52 3,35 1,467 ,203 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling 
Relevant 
25 4,64 ,569 ,114 
Table A-101: Mean Value O3 depending on A2_8 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 3,643 ,060 -2,806 75 ,006 -,622 ,222 -1,064 -,181 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -3,183 65,401 ,002 -,622 ,196 -1,013 -,232 
Equal variances 
assumed 37,476 ,000 -4,247 75 ,000 -1,294 ,305 -1,901 -,687 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,551 72,756 ,000 -1,294 ,233 -1,758 -,829 
Table A-102: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O3 depending on A2_8
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Figure A-96: Satisfaction O3 depending on A2_8 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-97: Satisfaction O3 depending on A2_8 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 20: Process Analysis (A3) – Process Interoperability (O3) 
An appropriate scope of the business process analysis (A3) contributes to an inter-company 
business process interoperability (O3). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Correlation Coefficient ,078 ,204 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,499 ,076 
Analysis of Processes 
/ Aspects: Process 
Flow 
N 77 77 
Correlation Coefficient ,159 ,442(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,169 ,000 
Analysis of Processes 
/ Aspects: 
Organisational 
Responsibilities N 77 77 
Correlation Coefficient ,066 ,336(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,569 ,003 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Costs 
N 
77 77 
Correlation Coefficient ,254(*) ,351(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,026 ,002 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: IT-Support 
N 77 77 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,161 ,361(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,163 ,001 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Flexibility / Adaptation 
Needs N 77 77 
Correlation Coefficient ,330(**) ,519(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,003 ,000 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Inter-
/Intraorganisational 
Coupling of Processes N 77 77 
Correlation Coefficient ,031 ,377(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,786 ,001 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Separation of 
Standard Processes 
and Exception 
Variants 
N 
77 77 
Correlation Coefficient ,101 ,288(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,380 ,011 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Weak Points 
N 77 77 
Correlation Coefficient 
. . 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
. . 
Spearman-Rho 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Others 
N 77 77 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-103: Correlation between A3 – O3 
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QO3P / QO3S depending on QA3_2 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Analysis of Processes / 
Aspects: Organisational 
Responsibilities N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
13 4,08 ,760 ,211 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Relevant 
64 4,30 ,987 ,123 
Not Relevant 13 2,23 1,363 ,378 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Relevant 
64 4,08 1,172 ,147 
Table A-104: Mean Value O3 depending on A3_2 
Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    
F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 1,676 ,199 -,758 75 ,451 -,220 ,290 -,798 ,358 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -,901 21,167 ,378 -,220 ,244 -,727 ,287 
Equal variances 
assumed ,045 ,832 -5,039 75 ,000 -1,847 ,367 -2,578 -1,117 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -4,555 15,808 ,000 -1,847 ,406 -2,708 -,987 
Table A-105: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O3 depending on A3_2 
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Figure A-98: Satisfaction O3 depending on A3_2 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-99: Satisfaction O3 depending on A3_2 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO3P / QO3S depending on QA3_6 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Inter-
/Intraorganisational 
Coupling of Processes N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
43 3,98 1,058 ,161 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling Relevant 
34 4,62 ,652 ,112 
Not Relevant 43 3,12 1,467 ,224 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling 
Relevant 
34 4,59 ,657 ,113 
Table A-106: Mean Value O3 depending on A3_6 
Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    
F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 5,911 ,017 -3,096 75 ,003 -,641 ,207 -1,053 -,229 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -3,266 71,157 ,002 -,641 ,196 -1,032 -,250 
Equal variances 
assumed 34,610 ,000 -5,430 75 ,000 -1,472 ,271 -2,012 -,932 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,876 60,998 ,000 -1,472 ,251 -1,973 -,971 
Table A-107: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O3 depending on A3_6
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Figure A-100: Satisfaction O3 depending on A3_6 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-101: Satisfaction O3 depending on A3_6 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 21: Implementation Process (A8) – Process Interoperability 
(O3) 
An integrated consideration of business process models and technical analysis results (A8) 
contributes to an inter-company business process interoperability (O3). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Correlation Coefficient 
,082 ,291(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,476 ,010 
Spearman-Rho Implementation 
Process: Consolidated 
Technical Deliverables 
and BP-/WF-
specifications 
N 77 77 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-108: Correlation between A8 – O3 
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QO3P / QO3S depending on QA8_3 
T-Test 
Group Statistics 
 Implementation Process: Consolidated Technical 
Deliverables and BP-/WF-specifications N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Not Relevant 46 4.22 .941 .139 Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling 
Relevant 31 4.32 .979 .176 
Not Relevant 46 3.37 1.554 .229 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling 
Relevant 31 4.35 .798 .143 
Table A-109: Mean Value O3 depending on A8_3 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
  
95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
  
F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances assumed .085 .771 -.473 75 .637 -.105 .222 -.548 .338 Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
  
-.470 62.738 .640 -.105 .224 -.553 .342 
Equal variances assumed 34.892 .000 -3.248 75 .002 -.985 .303 -1.590 -.381 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
  
-3.645 70.827 .001 -.985 .270 -1.524 -.446 
Table A-110: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O3 depending on A8_3 
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Figure A-102: Satisfaction O3 depending on A8_3 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-103: Satisfaction O3 depending on A8_3 / Mean & Deviation
 175 
Hypothesis 22: Process Optimisation (A4) – Process Interoperability (O3) 
An appropriate scope of the business process optimisation which focuses on process 
integration (A4_4_A4_5) contributes to an inter-company business process interoperability 
(O3). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Correlation Coefficient 
,105 ,605(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,365 ,000 
Optimisation of 
Processes: 
Organisational 
Coherence N 77 77 
Correlation Coefficient ,262(*) ,472(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,021 ,000 
Spearman-Rho 
Optimisation of 
Processes: Improved 
Organisational 
Integration N 77 77 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-111: Correlation between A4 – O3 
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QO3P / QO3S depending on QA4_4 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Optimisation of 
Processes: 
Organisational 
Coherence N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of 
interorganisational Process Integration Coupling 
Not Relevant 
31 4,16 ,969 ,174 
  Relevant 
46 4,33 ,944 ,139 
Project Objective/Satisfaction: Improvement of 
interorganisational Process Integration Coupling 
Not Relevant 31 2,71 1,395 ,251 
  Relevant 
46 4,48 ,809 ,119 
Table A-112: Mean Value O3 depending on A4_4 
Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    
F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,001 ,974 -,743 75 ,460 -,165 ,222 -,607 ,277 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -,739 63,351 ,462 -,165 ,223 -,610 ,281 
Equal variances 
assumed 15,714 ,000 -7,032 75 ,000 -1,769 ,252 -2,270 -1,268 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -6,373 43,656 ,000 -1,769 ,278 -2,328 -1,209 
Table A-113: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O3 depending on A4_4 
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Figure A-104: Satisfaction O3 depending on A4_4 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-105: Satisfaction O3 depending on A4_4 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO3P / QO3S depending on QA4_5 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Optimisation of Processes: 
Improved Organisational 
Integration N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of 
interorganisational Process Integration Coupling 
Not Relevant 
40 4,05 ,986 ,156 
  Relevant 
37 4,49 ,870 ,143 
Project Objective/Satisfaction: Improvement of 
interorganisational Process Integration Coupling 
Not Relevant 40 3,10 1,516 ,240 
  Relevant 
37 4,49 ,731 ,120 
Table A-114: Mean Value O3 depending on A4_5 
 
Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    
F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,495 ,484 -2,053 75 ,044 -,436 ,213 -,860 -,013 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -2,063 74,842 ,043 -,436 ,212 -,858 -,015 
Equal variances 
assumed 37,949 ,000 -5,046 75 ,000 -1,386 ,275 -1,934 -,839 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,171 57,168 ,000 -1,386 ,268 -1,923 -,850 
Table A-115: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O3 depending on A4_5
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Figure A-106: Satisfaction O3 depending on A4_5 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-107: Satisfaction O3 depending on A4_5 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 23: Feasibility Study (A7) – Process Interoperability (O3) 
Considering an inter-organisational collaboration and requirements on a technical 
interoperability within a feasibility study of a workflow project (A7_6, A7_7) helps to reach 
an inter-company business process interoperability (O3). 
 
 
 
    
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Correlation Coefficient 
,235 ,475(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,050 ,000 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Organisational 
Interoperability 
Requirements N 70 70 
Correlation Coefficient ,343(**) ,329(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,004 ,005 
Spearman-Rho 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Technical 
Interoperability 
Requirements N 70 70 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-116: Correlation between A7 – O3 
 
 183 
QO3P / QO3S depending on QA7_6 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Organisational 
Interoperability 
Requirements N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Project Objective/Priority: Improvement of interorganisational Process Integration Coupling Not Relevant 42 4,12 ,993 ,153 
  Relevant 
28 4,57 ,690 ,130 
Project Objective/Satisfaction: Improvement of interorganisational Process Integration Coupling Not Relevant 42 3,14 1,491 ,230 
  Relevant 
28 4,54 ,693 ,131 
Table A-117: Mean Value O3 depending on A7_6 
 
Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    
F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 3,825 ,055 -2,095 68 ,040 -,452 ,216 -,883 -,022 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -2,249 67,848 ,028 -,452 ,201 -,854 -,051 
Equal variances 
assumed 33,744 ,000 -4,614 68 ,000 -1,393 ,302 -1,995 -,790 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational 
Process Integration 
Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,262 61,990 ,000 -1,393 ,265 -1,922 -,864 
Table A-118: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O3 depending on A7_6
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Figure A-108: Satisfaction O3 depending on A7_6 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-109: Satisfaction O3 depending on A7_6 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 24: Prototyping (A8) – Process Interoperability (O3) 
Early Prototyping (A8_4) of interoperability requirements may improve the interoperability of 
the business processes (O3). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Correlation Coefficient ,010 ,394(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,928 ,000 
Spearman-Rho Implementation 
Process: Early 
Explorative 
Prototyping N 77 77 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-119: Correlation between A8 – O3 
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QO3P / QO3S depending on QA8_4 
T-Test 
Group Statistics 
 Implementation 
Process: Early 
Explorative 
Prototyping N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Not Relevant 32 4.28 .888 .157 Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling 
Relevant 45 4.24 1.004 .150 
Not Relevant 32 3.06 1.564 .277 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling 
Relevant 45 4.27 .986 .147 
Table A-120: Mean Value O3 depending on A8_4 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
  
95% Confidence Interval of 
the Difference 
  
F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances assumed .463 .498 .166 75 .868 .037 .221 -.404 .478 Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
  
.170 71.375 .866 .037 .217 -.396 .469 
Equal variances assumed 16.390 .000 -4.140 75 .000 -1.204 .291 -1.784 -.625 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
  
-3.845 48.281 .000 -1.204 .313 -1.834 -.575 
Table A-121: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O3 depending on A8_4
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Figure A-110: Satisfaction O3 depending on A8_4 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-111: Satisfaction O3 depending on A8_4 / Mean & Deviation 
 
 190 
Hypothesis 25: User Training (A12) – Process Interoperability (O3) 
User Training which encompasses inter-organisational business processes (A12_7) 
increases the interoperability of the business processes (O3). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Improvement of 
interorganisatio
nal Process 
Integration 
Coupling 
Correlation 
Coefficient ,426(**) ,364(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,000 ,002 
Spearman-Rho User Training / 
Content: Execution of 
interorganisational 
Processes N 73 73 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-122: Correlation between A12 – O3 
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QO3P / QO3S depending on QA12_7 
T-Test 
Group Statistics 
 User Training / 
Content: Execution of 
interorganisational 
Processes N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Not Relevant 46 3.96 1.032 .152 Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling 
Relevant 27 4.74 .526 .101 
Not Relevant 46 3.37 1.496 .221 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling 
Relevant 27 4.44 .847 .163 
Table A-123: Mean Value O3 depending on A12_7 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test for Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
  
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
  
F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) Mean Difference Std. Error Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 
6.467 .013 -3.672 71 .000 -.784 .214 -1.210 -.358 Project Objective/Priority: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling Equal variances not assumed   -4.292 69.930 .000 -.784 .183 -1.149 -.420 
Equal variances 
assumed 
20.573 .000 -3.419 71 .001 -1.075 .314 -1.702 -.448 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Improvement of 
interorganisational Process 
Integration Coupling Equal variances not assumed   -3.918 70.950 .000 -1.075 .274 -1.622 -.528 
Table A-124: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O3 depending on A12_7 
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Figure A-112: Satisfaction O3 depending on A12_7 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-113: Satisfaction O3 depending on A12_7 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 26: Modelling Methodology (A1)–Technical Interoperability 
(O4) 
Modelling interoperability aspects (A1_8) helps to reach technical interoperability of the 
workflow-management application (O4). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Pri
ority: 
Technical 
Interoperabili
ty of the 
WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Sati
sfaction: 
Technical 
Interoperabilit
y of the WFM-
Application 
Correlation Coefficient ,293(*) ,294(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,012 ,012 
Spearman-Rho Modelling 
Methodology: 
Interoperability 
Aspects N 73 72 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-125: Correlation between A1 – O4 
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QO4P / QO4S depending on QA1_8 
T-Test 
Group Statistics 
 Modelling 
Methodology: 
Interoperability 
Aspects N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Not Relevant 41 1.83 1.022 .160 Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Interoperability of 
the WFM-Application Relevant 32 2.56 1.294 .229 
Not Relevant 40 1.85 1.369 .216 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Interoperability of 
the WFM-Application Relevant 32 2.75 1.646 .291 
Table A-126: Mean Value O4 depending on A1_8 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test for Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
  
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
  
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 
2.198 .143 -2.706 71 .009 -.733 .271 -1.273 -.193 Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Interoperability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
  
-2.629 57.922 .011 -.733 .279 -1.292 -.175 
Equal variances 
assumed 
3.707 .058 -2.533 70 .014 -.900 .355 -1.609 -.191 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Interoperability of 
the WFM-Application Equal variances 
not assumed 
  
-2.482 60.159 .016 -.900 .363 -1.625 -.175 
Table A-127: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O4 depending on A1_8 
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Figure A-114: Satisfaction O4 depending on A1_8 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-115: Satisfaction O4 depending on A1_8 / Mean & Deviation 
 
 
 
 
 198 
Hypothesis 27: Process Selection (A2)–Technical Interoperability (O4) 
A criteria based identification of business process candidates (A2) contributes to the technical 
interoperability of the workflow-management application (O4). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Pri
ority: 
Technical 
Interoperabili
ty of the 
WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Sati
sfaction: 
Technical 
Interoperabilit
y of the WFM-
Application 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,046 ,102 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,694 ,383 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Strategic 
Importance 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,125 -,189 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,281 ,104 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Customer 
Value 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,009 ,072 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,939 ,542 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Process 
Structuredness 
N 
76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,122 ,116 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,295 ,322 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Repetition 
Frequency 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,026 -,007 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,821 ,949 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Relative 
Process Costs 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,280(*) ,449(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,014 ,000 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Quality of IT-
Support 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,240(*) ,268(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,037 ,020 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Flexibility 
Requirements 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,203 ,419(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,079 ,000 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: 
Interoperability / 
Integration 
Requirements 
N 
76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,081 ,336(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,487 ,003 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Supposed 
Optimisation Needs 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,268(*) ,226 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,019 ,051 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: Others 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
. . 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
. . 
Spearman-Rho 
Selection of Processes 
/ Aspects: None 
Criteria have been 
used N 76 75 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-128: Correlation between A2 – O4 
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QO4P / QO4S depending on QA2_6 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Selection of Processes / 
Aspects: Quality of IT-
Support N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 47 1,87 1,076 ,157 Project Objective/Priority: Technical Interoperability 
of the WFM-Application Relevant 29 2,55 1,242 ,231 
Not Relevant 46 1,72 1,294 ,191 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Interoperability 
of the WFM-Application 
Relevant 
29 3,03 1,546 ,287 
Table A-129: Mean Value O4 depending on A2_6 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 1,173 ,282 -2,521 74 ,014 -,679 ,270 -1,216 -,142 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Interoperability 
of the WFM-Application Equal variances not 
assumed     -2,436 53,018 ,018 -,679 ,279 -1,239 -,120 
Equal variances 
assumed 2,185 ,144 -3,979 73 ,000 -1,317 ,331 -1,977 -,657 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Interoperability 
of the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -3,820 51,877 ,000 -1,317 ,345 -2,009 -,625 
Table A-130: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O4 depending on A2_6 
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Figure A-116: Satisfaction O4 depending on A2_6 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-117: Satisfaction O4 depending on A2_6 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO4P / QO4S depending on QA2_8 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Selection of Processes / 
Aspects: Interoperability 
/ Integration 
Requirements N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Project Objective/Priority: Technical Interoperability of the WFM-Application Not Relevant 51 1,96 1,113 ,156 
  Relevant 25 2,48 1,262 ,252 
Project Objective/Satisfaction: Technical Interoperability of the WFM-Application Not Relevant 50 1,76 1,271 ,180 
  Relevant 
25 3,16 1,599 ,320 
Table A-131: Mean Value O4 depending on A2_8 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 2,229 ,140 -1,828 74 ,072 -,519 ,284 -1,085 ,047 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Interoperability 
of the WFM-Application Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,750 42,791 ,087 -,519 ,297 -1,118 ,079 
Equal variances 
assumed 2,792 ,099 -4,120 73 ,000 -1,400 ,340 -2,077 -,723 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Interoperability 
of the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -3,817 39,616 ,000 -1,400 ,367 -2,142 -,658 
Table A-132: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O4 depending on A2_8
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Figure A-118: Satisfaction O4 depending on A2_8 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-119: Satisfaction O4 depending on A2_8 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 28: Process Analysis (A3)–Technical Interoperability (O4) 
An appropriate scope of the business process analysis (A3) contributes to the technical 
interoperability of the workflow-management application (O4). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Pri
ority: 
Technical 
Interoperabili
ty of the 
WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Sati
sfaction: 
Technical 
Interoperabilit
y of the WFM-
Application 
Correlation Coefficient ,129 ,207 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,267 ,075 
Analysis of Processes 
/ Aspects: Process 
Flow 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,143 ,350(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,218 ,002 
Analysis of Processes 
/ Aspects: 
Organisational 
Responsibilities N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,083 ,112 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,479 ,339 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Costs 
N 
76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,225 ,409(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,051 ,000 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: IT-Support 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,071 ,230(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,540 ,047 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Flexibility / Adaptation 
Needs N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,328(**) ,341(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,004 ,003 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Inter-
/Intraorganisational 
Coupling of Processes N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,164 ,156 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,156 ,180 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Separation of 
Standard Processes 
and Exception 
Variants 
N 
76 75 
Correlation Coefficient ,048 ,185 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,678 ,113 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Weak Points 
N 76 75 
Correlation Coefficient 
. . 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
. . 
Spearman-Rho 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Others 
N 76 75 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-133: Correlation between A3 – O4 
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QO4P / QO4S depending on QA3_4 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: IT-Support N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 41 1,88 1,053 ,165 Project Objective/Priority: Technical Interoperability 
of the WFM-Application Relevant 35 2,43 1,267 ,214 
Not Relevant 41 1,66 1,237 ,193 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Interoperability 
of the WFM-Application 
Relevant 
34 2,91 1,583 ,272 
Table A-134: Mean Value O4 depending on A3_4 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 3,191 ,078 -2,069 74 ,042 -,551 ,266 -1,081 -,020 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Interoperability 
of the WFM-Application Equal variances not 
assumed     -2,039 66,337 ,045 -,551 ,270 -1,090 -,011 
Equal variances 
assumed 5,441 ,022 -3,848 73 ,000 -1,253 ,326 -1,902 -,604 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Interoperability 
of the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -3,760 61,802 ,000 -1,253 ,333 -1,919 -,587 
Table A-135: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O4 depending on A3_4
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Figure A-120: Satisfaction O4 depending on A3_4 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-121: Satisfaction O4 depending on A3_4 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 29: Implementation Process (A8)–Technical Interoperability 
(O4) 
An integrated consideration of business process models and technical analysis results (A8_3) 
contribute to the technical interoperability of the workflow-management application (O4). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Pri
ority: 
Technical 
Interoperabili
ty of the 
WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Sati
sfaction: 
Technical 
Interoperabilit
y of the WFM-
Application 
Correlation Coefficient 
,130 ,325(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,264 ,004 
Spearman-Rho Implementation 
Process: Consolidated 
Technical Deliverables 
and BP-/WF-
specifications 
N 76 75 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-136: Correlation between A8 – O4 
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QO4P / QO4S depending on QA8_3 
T-Test 
Group Statistics 
 Implementation 
Process: 
Consolidated 
Technical 
Deliverables and 
BP-/WF-
specifications N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Not Relevant 45 2.00 1.128 .168 Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Interoperability of the 
WFM-Application Relevant 31 2.32 1.249 .224 
Not Relevant 44 1.89 1.498 .226 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Interoperability of the 
WFM-Application Relevant 31 2.71 1.465 .263 
Table A-137:  Mean Value O4 depending on A8_3 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test for Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
  
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
  
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 
.807 .372 -1.173 74 .245 -.323 .275 -.871 .226 Project Objective/Priority: Technical 
Interoperability of the WFM-
Application Equal variances not 
assumed   -1.151 60.239 .254 -.323 .280 -.883 .238 
Equal variances 
assumed 
.098 .755 -2.366 73 .021 -.823 .348 -1.517 -.130 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Interoperability of the WFM-
Application Equal variances not 
assumed   -2.375 65.618 .020 -.823 .347 -1.516 -.131 
Table A-138: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O4 depending on A8_3 
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Figure A-122: Satisfaction O4 depending on A8_3 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-123: Satisfaction O4 depending on A8_3 / Mean & Deviation  
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Hypothesis 30: System Selection/Scope (A6)–Technical Interoperability 
(O4) 
Considering possibilities for a coupling of different or even heterogeneous WFMS within the 
system selection process (A6_4) is a prerequisite for the technical interoperability of the 
workflow-management-application (O4). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Pri
ority: 
Technical 
Interoperabili
ty of the 
WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Sati
sfaction: 
Technical 
Interoperabilit
y of the WFM-
Application 
Correlation Coefficient ,184 ,348(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,139 ,005 
Spearman-Rho Selection of a WFMS / 
Selection Criteria: 
Interoperability 
Possibility N 66 65 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-139: Correlation between A6 – O4 
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QO4P / QO4S depending on QA6_4 
T-Test 
Group Statistics 
 Selection of a 
WFMS / 
Selection 
Criteria: 
Interoperability 
Possibility N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Not Relevant 37 1.89 1.075 .177 Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Interoperability of the 
WFM-Application Relevant 29 2.34 1.261 .234 
Not Relevant 37 1.78 1.417 .233 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Interoperability of the 
WFM-Application Relevant 28 2.71 1.487 .281 
Table A-140: Mean Value O4 depending on A6_4 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test for Equality 
of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
  
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
  
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances assumed 2.881 .094 -1.574 64 .120 -.453 .288 -1.028 .122 Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Interoperability of the 
WFM-Application Equal variances not assumed   -1.544 55.057 .128 -.453 .293 -1.041 .135 
Equal variances assumed .831 .365 -2.567 63 .013 -.931 .363 -1.655 -.206 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Interoperability of the 
WFM-Application Equal variances not assumed   -2.549 56.750 .014 -.931 .365 -1.662 -.199 
Table A-141: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O4 depending on A6_4
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Figure A-124: Satisfaction O4 depending on A6_4 / Absolute Frequency  
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Figure A-125: Satisfaction O4 depending on A6_4 / Mean & Deviation  
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Hypothesis 31: Prototyping (A8)–Technical Interoperability (O4) 
Early Prototyping (A8_4) of interoperability requirements may improve the technical 
interoperability of the workflow-management application (O4). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Pri
ority: 
Technical 
Interoperabili
ty of the 
WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Sati
sfaction: 
Technical 
Interoperabilit
y of the WFM-
Application 
Correlation Coefficient ,138 ,397(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,234 ,000 
Spearman-Rho Implementation 
Process: Early 
Explorative 
Prototyping N 76 75 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-142: Correlation between A8 – O4 
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QO4P / QO4S depending on QA8_4 
T-Test 
Group Statistics 
 Implementation 
Process: Early 
Explorative 
Prototyping N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Not Relevant 31 1.94 1.124 .202 Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Interoperability of the 
WFM-Application Relevant 45 2.27 1.214 .181 
Not Relevant 31 1.65 1.404 .252 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Interoperability of the 
WFM-Application Relevant 44 2.64 1.496 .225 
Table A-143: Mean Value O4 depending on A8_4 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test for Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
  
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
  
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 
.144 .705 -1.205 74 .232 -.331 .275 -.879 .217 Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Interoperability of 
the WFM-Application Equal variances not 
assumed   -1.222 67.758 .226 -.331 .271 -.872 .210 
Equal variances 
assumed 
1.919 .170 -2.898 73 .005 -.991 .342 -1.673 -.310 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Interoperability of 
the WFM-Application Equal variances not 
assumed   -2.931 67.196 .005 -.991 .338 -1.666 -.316 
Table A-144: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O4 depending on A8_4 
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Figure A-126: Satisfaction O4 depending on A8_4 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-127: Satisfaction O4 depending on A8_4 / Mean & Deviation
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Hypothesis 32: Modelling Methodology (A1)–Technical Flexibility (O5) 
Modelling flexibility aspects/process variants (A1_7) and process exceptions (A1_6) 
increases the flexibility and maintainability of the workflow-management application (O5). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Correlation Coefficient ,274(*) ,579(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,018 ,000 
Modelling 
Methodology: Possible 
Process Exceptions 
N 74 73 
Correlation Coefficient ,341(**) ,532(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,003 ,000 
Spearman-Rho 
Modelling 
Methodology: Possible 
Process 
Variants/Flex.Aspects N 74 73 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-145: Correlation between A1 – O5 
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QO5P / QO5S depending on QA1_6 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Modelling Methodology: 
Possible Process 
Exceptions N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 42 3,36 1,284 ,198 Project Objective/Priority: Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application Relevant 32 4,03 1,062 ,188 
Not Relevant 41 2,68 1,572 ,246 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Relevant 
32 4,53 ,507 ,090 
Table A-146: Mean Value O5 depending on A1_6 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 3,058 ,085 -2,406 72 ,019 -,674 ,280 -1,233 -,116 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -2,469 71,476 ,016 -,674 ,273 -1,218 -,130 
Equal variances 
assumed 74,505 ,000 -6,388 71 ,000 -1,848 ,289 -2,425 -1,271 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -7,071 50,219 ,000 -1,848 ,261 -2,373 -1,323 
Table A-147: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O5 depending on A1_6 
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Figure A-128: Satisfaction O5 depending on A1_6 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-129: Satisfaction O5 depending on A1_6 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO5P / QO5S depending on QA1_7 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Modelling Methodology: 
Possible Process 
Variants/Flex.Aspects N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 39 3,28 1,213 ,194 Project Objective/Priority: Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application Relevant 35 4,06 1,136 ,192 
Not Relevant 38 2,68 1,579 ,256 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Relevant 
35 4,37 ,843 ,143 
Table A-148: Mean Value O5 depending on A1_7 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,818 ,369 -2,828 72 ,006 -,775 ,274 -1,322 -,229 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -2,838 71,858 ,006 -,775 ,273 -1,320 -,231 
Equal variances 
assumed 40,321 ,000 -5,625 71 ,000 -1,687 ,300 -2,285 -1,089 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -5,757 57,469 ,000 -1,687 ,293 -2,274 -1,100 
Table A-149: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O5 depending on A1_7
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Figure A-130: Satisfaction O5 depending on A1_7 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-131: Satisfaction O5 depending on A1_7 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 33: Process Analysis (A3)–Technical Flexibility (O5) 
An appropriate scope of the business process analysis which focuses on modification 
requirements on business processes (A3_5) is a prerequisite for the flexibility and 
maintainability of the workflow-management application (O5). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Correlation 
Coefficient ,432(**) ,518(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,000 ,000 
Spearman-Rho Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Flexibility / 
Adaptation Needs N 77 76 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-150: Correlation between A3 – O5 
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QO5P / QO5S depending on QA3_5 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Flexibility / Adaptation 
Needs N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 40 3,15 1,272 ,201 Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Relevant 37 4,19 ,877 ,144 
Not Relevant 39 2,77 1,580 ,253 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Relevant 
37 4,35 ,919 ,151 
Table A-151: Mean Value O5 depending on A3_5 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 6,186 ,015 -4,141 75 ,000 -1,039 ,251 -1,539 -,539 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -4,200 69,493 ,000 -1,039 ,247 -1,533 -,546 
Equal variances 
assumed 35,589 ,000 -5,297 74 ,000 -1,582 ,299 -2,177 -,987 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -5,367 61,663 ,000 -1,582 ,295 -2,171 -,993 
Table A-152: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O5 depending on A3_5
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Figure A-132: Satisfaction O5 depending on A3_5 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-133: Satisfaction O5 depending on A3_5 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 34: System Selection / Scope (A6)–Technical Flexibility (O5) 
Considering the adaptability of a WFMS (A6_5) and possibilities for an exception handling 
(A6_3) within the system selection process (A6_4) is a prerequisite for the flexibility and 
maintainability of the workflow-management application (O5). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Correlation Coefficient 
,060 ,264(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,629 ,032 
Selection of a WFMS / 
Selection Criteria: 
Execution Handling 
Mechanisms N 67 66 
Correlation Coefficient ,055 ,446(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,661 ,000 
Selection of a WFMS / 
Selection Criteria: 
Interoperability 
Possibility N 67 66 
Correlation Coefficient ,177 ,565(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,153 ,000 
Spearman-Rho 
Selection of a WFMS / 
Selection Criteria: 
Adaptability of the 
WFMS N 
67 66 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-153: Correlation between A6 – O5 
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QO5P / QO5S depending on QA6_4 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Selection of a WFMS / 
Selection Criteria: 
Interoperability Possibility N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 38 3,76 1,173 ,190 Project Objective/Priority: Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application Relevant 29 3,86 1,187 ,220 
Not Relevant 38 2,92 1,683 ,273 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Relevant 
28 4,46 ,637 ,120 
Table A-154: Mean Value O5 depending on A6_4 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,068 ,796 -,340 65 ,735 -,099 ,291 -,679 ,482 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -,340 60,036 ,735 -,099 ,291 -,681 ,483 
Equal variances 
assumed 69,176 ,000 -4,608 64 ,000 -1,543 ,335 -2,212 -,874 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,173 50,199 ,000 -1,543 ,298 -2,142 -,944 
Table A-155: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O5 depending on A6_4 
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Figure A-134: Satisfaction O5 depending on A6_4 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-135: Satisfaction O5 depending on A6_4 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO5P / QO5S depending on QA6_5 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Selection of a WFMS / 
Selection Criteria: 
Adaptability of the WFMS N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 21 3,62 ,973 ,212 Project Objective/Priority: Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application Relevant 46 3,89 1,251 ,184 
Not Relevant 21 2,14 1,526 ,333 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Relevant 
45 4,24 1,004 ,150 
Table A-156: Mean Value O5 depending on A6_5 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    
F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,438 ,510 -,881 65 ,381 -,272 ,309 -,889 ,345 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -,968 49,128 ,338 -,272 ,281 -,838 ,293 
Equal variances 
assumed 7,214 ,009 -6,673 64 ,000 -2,102 ,315 -2,731 -1,472 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -5,757 28,363 ,000 -2,102 ,365 -2,849 -1,354 
Table A-157: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O5 depending on A6_5
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Figure A-136: Satisfaction O5 depending on A6_5 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-137: Satisfaction O5 depending on A6_5 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 35: Prototyping (A8)–Technical Flexibility (O5) 
Early Prototyping (A8_4) of adaptability requirements may improve the technical 
maintainability of the workflow-management application (O5). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Correlation Coefficient ,147 ,412(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,202 ,000 
Spearman-Rho Implementation 
Process: Early 
Explorative 
Prototyping N 77 76 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-158: Correlation between A8 – O5 
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QO5P / QO5S depending on QA8_4 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Implementation Process: 
Early Explorative 
Prototyping N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 32 3,47 1,191 ,211 Project Objective/Priority: Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application Relevant 45 3,78 1,223 ,182 
Not Relevant 32 2,75 1,606 ,284 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Relevant 
44 4,11 1,166 ,176 
Table A-159: Mean Value O5 depending on A8_4 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,059 ,808 -1,105 75 ,273 -,309 ,280 -,866 ,248 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,110 67,979 ,271 -,309 ,278 -,865 ,247 
Equal variances 
assumed 16,041 ,000 -4,291 74 ,000 -1,364 ,318 -1,997 -,730 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -4,083 53,620 ,000 -1,364 ,334 -2,033 -,694 
Table A-160: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O5 depending on A8_4
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Figure A-138: Satisfaction O5 depending on A8_4 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-139: Satisfaction O5 depending on A8_4 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 36: Implementation Process (A8)–Technical Flexibility (O5) 
An integrated consideration of business process models and technical analysis results (A8) 
contributes to the technical maintainability of the workflow-management application (O5). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Correlation Coefficient 
,209 ,284(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,068 ,013 
Spearman-Rho Implementation 
Process: Consolidated 
Technical Deliverables 
and BP-/WF-
specifications 
N 77 76 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-161: Correlation between A8 – O5 
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QO5P / QO5S depending on QA8_3 
T-Test 
Group Statistics 
 Implementation 
Process: 
Consolidated 
Technical 
Deliverables and 
BP-/WF-
specifications N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Not Relevant 46 3.43 1.276 .188 Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of the 
WFM-Application Relevant 31 3.97 1.048 .188 
Not Relevant 45 3.11 1.682 .251 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of the 
WFM-Application Relevant 31 4.16 .969 .174 
Table A-162: Mean Value O5 depending on A8_3 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test for Equality 
of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
  
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
  
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 
2.096 .152 -1.927 75 .058 -.533 .277 -1.084 .018 Project Objective/Priority: Technical 
Adaptability of the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed   -2.002 71.985 .049 -.533 .266 -1.064 -.002 
Equal variances 
assumed 
37.349 .000 -3.133 74 .002 -1.050 .335 -1.718 -.382 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of the WFM-
Application Equal variances not 
assumed   -3.441 72.085 .001 -1.050 .305 -1.659 -.442 
Table A-163: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O5 depending on A8_3 
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Figure A-140: Satisfaction O5 depending on A8_3 / Absolute Frequency  
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Figure A-141: Satisfaction O5 depending on A8_3 / Mean & Deviation  
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Hypothesis 37: CPI-Process / Scope (A9)–Technical Flexibility (O5) 
Implementing organisational procedures for the continuous process improvement (A9) 
improve the technical maintainability of the workflow-management application (O5). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Correlation Coefficient 
,282(*) ,438(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,014 ,000 
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: Workflow 
Monitoring N 75 74 
Correlation Coefficient ,141 ,180 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,228 ,125 
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: Performance 
Optimisation (WFM-
Application) N 
75 74 
Correlation Coefficient ,108 ,412(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,354 ,000 
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: BP-
Optimisation N 
75 74 
Correlation Coefficient ,198 ,510(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,088 ,000 
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: Modified WF-
Specifications (new 
Requirements) 
N 
75 74 
Correlation Coefficient ,178 ,177 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,127 ,131 
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: Learn- and 
Communication 
Process 
N 
75 74 
Correlation Coefficient 
. . 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
. . 
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: Others 
N 75 74 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,152 -,481(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,191 ,000 
Spearman-Rho 
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: No CPI 
Process N 76 75 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-164: Correlation between A9 – O5 
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QO5P / QO5S depending on QA9_1 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: Workflow 
Monitoring N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 37 3,32 1,270 ,209 Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Relevant 38 4,00 1,090 ,177 
Not Relevant 36 2,81 1,600 ,267 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Relevant 
38 4,16 1,103 ,179 
Table A-165: Mean Value O5 depending on A9_1 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 3,051 ,085 -2,474 73 ,016 -,676 ,273 -1,220 -,131 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -2,469 70,751 ,016 -,676 ,274 -1,221 -,130 
Equal variances 
assumed 19,949 ,000 -4,251 72 ,000 -1,352 ,318 -1,986 -,718 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -4,210 61,774 ,000 -1,352 ,321 -1,995 -,710 
Table A-166: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O5 depending on A9_1 
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Figure A-142: Satisfaction O5 depending on A9_1 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-143: Satisfaction O5 depending on A9_1 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO5P / QO5S depending on QA9_3 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: BP-Optimisation N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 41 3,51 1,325 ,207 Project Objective/Priority: Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application Relevant 34 3,85 1,077 ,185 
Not Relevant 40 2,85 1,657 ,262 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Relevant 
34 4,26 ,864 ,148 
Table A-167: Mean Value O5 depending on A9_3 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 2,063 ,155 -1,205 73 ,232 -,341 ,283 -,904 ,223 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,228 72,977 ,223 -,341 ,277 -,894 ,212 
Equal variances 
assumed 50,442 ,000 -4,484 72 ,000 -1,415 ,316 -2,044 -,786 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -4,700 60,597 ,000 -1,415 ,301 -2,017 -,813 
Table A-168: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O5 depending on A9_3 
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Figure A-144: Satisfaction O5 depending on A9_3 / Absolute Frequency 
 
 253 
Not Relevant Relevant
CPI- / Workflow Improvement Process / Scope: 
BP-Optimisation
1
2
3
4
5
M
ea
n
 
+
-
 
1 
SD
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Technical 
Adaptability of the 
WFM-Application
Project 
Objective/Satisfact
ion: Technical 
Adaptability of the 
WFM-Application
 
Figure A-145: Satisfaction O5 depending on A9_3 / Mean & Deviation 
 
 254 
QO5P / QO5S depending on QA9_4 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: Modified WF-
Specifications (new 
Requirements) N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 33 3,39 1,273 ,222 Project Objective/Priority: Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application Relevant 42 3,88 1,152 ,178 
Not Relevant 32 2,53 1,586 ,280 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Relevant 
42 4,24 ,958 ,148 
Table A-169: Mean Value O5 depending on A9_4 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,799 ,374 -1,735 73 ,087 -,487 ,281 -1,046 ,072 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,714 65,311 ,091 -,487 ,284 -1,054 ,080 
Equal variances 
assumed 25,668 ,000 -5,741 72 ,000 -1,707 ,297 -2,300 -1,114 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -5,386 47,834 ,000 -1,707 ,317 -2,344 -1,070 
Table A-170: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O5 depending on A9_4 
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Figure A-146: Satisfaction O5 depending on A9_4 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-147: Satisfaction O5 depending on A9_4 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO5P / QO5S depending on QA9_7 
 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
CPI- / Workflow 
Improvement Process / 
Scope: No CPI Process N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 51 3,76 1,242 ,174 Project Objective/Priority: Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application Relevant 25 3,44 1,158 ,232 
Not Relevant 50 4,10 1,093 ,155 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Relevant 
25 2,36 1,604 ,321 
Table A-171: Mean Value O5 depending on A9_7 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,142 ,707 1,094 74 ,277 ,325 ,297 -,267 ,916 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     1,121 50,957 ,267 ,325 ,290 -,257 ,906 
Equal variances 
assumed 13,046 ,001 5,534 73 ,000 1,740 ,314 1,113 2,367 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of 
the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed     4,886 35,491 ,000 1,740 ,356 1,017 2,463 
Table A-172: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O5 depending on A9_7
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Figure A-148: Satisfaction O5 depending on A9_7 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-149: Satisfaction O5 depending on A9_7 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 38: CPI-Process / Responsib. (A10)–Technical Flexibility (O5) 
Implementing organisational procedures for the continuous process improvement (A10) that 
involve technical WFMS experts improve the technical maintainability of the Workflow-
management application (O5). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Correlation Coefficient ,123 ,129 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,321 ,304 
CPI-/ Workflow 
Improvement Process 
/ Responsibility: Users 
N 67 66 
Correlation Coefficient ,050 ,391(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,688 ,001 
CPI-/ Workflow 
Improvement Process 
/ Responsibility: IT- / 
WFMS-Experts 
N 
67 66 
Correlation Coefficient ,126 ,369(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,309 ,002 
CPI-/ Workflow 
Improvement Process 
/ Responsibility: 
Process Owner N 
67 66 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,118 -,049 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,341 ,695 
Spearman-Rho 
CPI-/ Workflow 
Improvement Process 
/ Responsibility: 
Others N 67 66 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-173: Correlation between A10 – O5 
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QO5P / QO5S depending on QA10_2 
T-Test 
Group Statistics 
 CPI-/ Workflow 
Improvement 
Process / 
Responsibility: 
IT- / WFMS-
Experts N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Not Relevant 19 3.74 .991 .227 Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of the 
WFM-Application Relevant 48 3.75 1.280 .185 
Not Relevant 19 3.16 1.344 .308 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of the 
WFM-Application Relevant 47 4.17 1.148 .167 
Table A-174: Mean Value O5 depending on A10_2 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test for Equality 
of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
  
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
  
F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances assumed 1.727 .193 -.040 65 .968 -.013 .327 -.666 .640 Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of the 
WFM-Application Equal variances not assumed   -.045 42.512 .964 -.013 .293 -.604 .578 
Equal variances assumed 3.028 .087 -3.086 64 .003 -1.012 .328 -1.668 -.357 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of the 
WFM-Application Equal variances not assumed   -2.885 29.189 .007 -1.012 .351 -1.730 -.295 
Table A-175: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O5 depending on A10_2 
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Figure A-150: Satisfaction O5 depending on A10_2 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-151: Satisfaction O5 depending on A10_2 / Mean & Deviation
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Hypothesis 39: Exception Handling (A11)–Technical Flexibility (O5) 
Implementing an exception handling process (A11) improve the technical maintainability of 
the workflow-management application (O5). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Technical 
Adaptability of 
the WFM-
Application 
Correlation 
Coefficient ,120 ,376(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,301 ,001 
Spearman-Rho Exception Handling / 
Existence of 
Organisational 
Procedures N 76 75 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-176: Correlation between A11 – O5 
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QO5P / QO5S depending on QA11_1 
T-Test 
Group Statistics 
 Exception 
Handling / 
Existence of 
Organisational 
Procedures N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Not Relevant 36 3.47 1.253 .209 Project Objective/Priority: 
Technical Adaptability of the 
WFM-Application Relevant 40 3.78 1.165 .184 
Not Relevant 35 2.80 1.694 .286 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Technical Adaptability of the 
WFM-Application Relevant 40 4.15 1.001 .158 
Table A-177: Mean Value O5 depending on A11_1 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test for Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
  
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
  
F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 
.711 .402 -1.091 74 .279 -.303 .277 -.856 .250 Project Objective/Priority: Technical 
Adaptability of the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed   -1.087 71.704 .281 -.303 .279 -.858 .253 
Equal variances 
assumed 
32.991 .000 -4.262 73 .000 -1.350 .317 -1.981 -.719 Project Objective/Satisfaction: Technical 
Adaptability of the WFM-Application 
Equal variances not 
assumed   -4.126 53.593 .000 -1.350 .327 -2.006 -.694 
Table A-178: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O5 depending on A11_1 
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Figure A-152: Satisfaction O5 depending on A11_1 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-153: Satisfaction O5 depending on A11_1 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 40: Modelling Methodology (A1)–Clear Process Models (O6) 
The selection of business process- and workflow modelling approaches with comprehensive 
and complementary meta-models, i.e. a comprehensive semantic expressiveness (A1) s a 
prerequisite for semantically complete, clear, readable, and adaptable business process- and 
workflow models that depict flexibility and interoperability aspects (O6). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Prio
rity: Modelling 
of Flexibility-
/Interoperabilit
y Aspects 
Project 
Objective/Sati
sfaction: 
Modelling of 
Flexibility-
/Interoperabilit
y Aspects 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,017 ,353(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,888 ,003 
Modelling 
Methodology: Process 
Tasks 
N 71 69 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,066 ,297(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,586 ,013 
Modelling 
Methodology: Process 
Flow 
N 71 69 
Correlation Coefficient ,264(*) ,140 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,026 ,253 
Modelling 
Methodology: Invoked 
Applications 
N 
71 69 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,027 ,407(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,823 ,001 
Modelling 
Methodology: Time-
Constraints 
N 71 69 
Correlation Coefficient ,212 ,329(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,077 ,006 
Modelling 
Methodology: 
Organisational 
Responsibilities N 71 69 
Correlation Coefficient ,348(**) ,669(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,003 ,000 
Modelling 
Methodology: Possible 
Process Exceptions 
N 71 69 
Correlation Coefficient ,352(**) ,657(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,003 ,000 
Modelling 
Methodology: Possible 
Process 
Variants/Flex.Aspects N 71 69 
Correlation Coefficient ,254(*) ,400(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,033 ,001 
Modelling 
Methodology: 
Interoperability 
Aspects N 71 69 
Correlation Coefficient 
. . 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
. . 
Spearman-Rho 
Modelling 
Methodology: Others 
N 71 69 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-179: Correlation between A1 – O6 
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QO6P / QO6S depending on QA1_4 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Modelling Methodology: 
Time-Constraints N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
44 3,45 1,210 ,182 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects Relevant 
27 3,37 1,214 ,234 
Not Relevant 43 2,63 1,431 ,218 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Relevant 
26 3,85 1,156 ,227 
Table A-180: Mean Value O6 depending on A1_4 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,034 ,854 ,284 69 ,777 ,084 ,296 -,506 ,675 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed     ,284 54,999 ,777 ,084 ,296 -,510 ,678 
Equal variances 
assumed 2,777 ,100 -3,673 67 ,000 -1,218 ,332 -1,880 -,556 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -3,872 61,430 ,000 -1,218 ,315 -1,847 -,589 
Table A-181: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O6 depending on A1_4 
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Figure A-154: Satisfaction O6 depending on A1_4 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-155: Satisfaction O6 depending on A1_4 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO6P / QO6S depending on QA1_6 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Modelling Methodology: 
Possible Process 
Exceptions N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
42 3,10 1,206 ,186 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects Relevant 
29 3,90 1,047 ,194 
Not Relevant 41 2,29 1,230 ,192 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Relevant 
28 4,25 ,844 ,160 
Table A-182: Mean Value O6 depending on A1_6 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 2,345 ,130 -2,901 69 ,005 -,801 ,276 -1,352 -,250 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -2,978 65,346 ,004 -,801 ,269 -1,339 -,264 
Equal variances 
assumed 5,984 ,017 -7,318 67 ,000 -1,957 ,267 -2,491 -1,423 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -7,839 66,992 ,000 -1,957 ,250 -2,456 -1,459 
Table A-183: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O6 depending on A1_6 
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Figure A-156: Satisfaction O6 depending on A1_6 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-157: Satisfaction O6 depending on A1_6 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO6P / QO6S depending on QA1_7 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Modelling Methodology: 
Possible Process 
Variants/Flex.Aspects N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
39 3,08 1,133 ,181 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects Relevant 
32 3,84 1,167 ,206 
Not Relevant 37 2,22 1,134 ,186 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Relevant 
32 4,09 1,088 ,192 
Table A-184: Mean Value O6 depending on A1_7 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    
F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,002 ,962 -2,800 69 ,007 -,767 ,274 -1,313 -,220 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -2,791 65,518 ,007 -,767 ,275 -1,315 -,218 
Equal variances 
assumed ,967 ,329 -6,988 67 ,000 -1,878 ,269 -2,414 -1,341 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -7,009 66,246 ,000 -1,878 ,268 -2,412 -1,343 
Table A-185: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O6 depending on A1_7 
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Figure A-158: Satisfaction O6 depending on A1_7 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-159: Satisfaction O6 depending on A1_7 / Mean & Deviation 
 
 278 
QO6P / QO6S depending on QA1_8 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Modelling Methodology: 
Interoperability Aspects N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
41 3,15 1,276 ,199 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects Relevant 
30 3,80 ,997 ,182 
Not Relevant 40 2,60 1,374 ,217 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Relevant 
29 3,76 1,300 ,241 
Table A-186: Mean Value O6 depending on A1_8 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 3,883 ,053 -2,332 69 ,023 -,654 ,280 -1,213 -,094 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -2,422 68,667 ,018 -,654 ,270 -1,192 -,115 
Equal variances 
assumed ,418 ,520 -3,536 67 ,001 -1,159 ,328 -1,813 -,505 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -3,568 62,353 ,001 -1,159 ,325 -1,808 -,510 
Table A-187: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O6 depending on A1_8
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Figure A-160: Satisfaction O6 depending on A1_8 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-161: Satisfaction O6 depending on A1_8 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 41: Process Analysis (A3)–Clear Process Models (O6) 
The analysis of the business processes’ flexibility and interoperability needs (A3) is a 
perquisite for the depiction of flexibility and interoperability requirements within the business 
process models (O6). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Prio
rity: Modelling 
of Flexibility-
/Interoperabilit
y Aspects 
Project 
Objective/Sati
sfaction: 
Modelling of 
Flexibility-
/Interoperabilit
y Aspects 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,005 ,233(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,968 ,049 
Analysis of Processes 
/ Aspects: Process 
Flow 
N 74 72 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,103 ,413(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,382 ,000 
Analysis of Processes 
/ Aspects: 
Organisational 
Responsibilities N 74 72 
Correlation Coefficient ,121 ,345(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,305 ,003 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Costs 
N 
74 72 
Correlation Coefficient ,026 ,274(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,824 ,020 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: IT-Support 
N 74 72 
Correlation Coefficient ,278(*) ,402(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,017 ,000 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Flexibility / Adaptation 
Needs N 74 72 
Correlation Coefficient ,267(*) ,444(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,021 ,000 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Inter-
/Intraorganisational 
Coupling of Processes N 74 72 
Correlation Coefficient ,058 ,419(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,625 ,000 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Separation of 
Standard Processes 
and Exception 
Variants 
N 
74 72 
Correlation Coefficient ,211 ,390(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,071 ,001 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Weak Points 
N 74 72 
Correlation Coefficient 
. . 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
. . 
Spearman-Rho 
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Others 
N 74 72 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-188: Correlation between A3 – O6 
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QO6P / QO6S depending on QA3_2 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Analysis of Processes / 
Aspects: Organisational 
Responsibilities N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
11 3,73 1,009 ,304 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects Relevant 
63 3,38 1,211 ,153 
Not Relevant 11 1,73 ,905 ,273 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Relevant 
61 3,38 1,368 ,175 
Table A-189: Mean Value O6 depending on A3_2 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 1,379 ,244 ,895 72 ,374 ,346 ,387 -,425 1,118 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed     1,018 15,500 ,324 ,346 ,340 -,377 1,070 
Equal variances 
assumed 2,722 ,103 -3,838 70 ,000 -1,650 ,430 -2,507 -,793 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,090 19,404 ,000 -1,650 ,324 -2,327 -,972 
Table A-190: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O6 depending on A3_2 
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Figure A-162: Satisfaction O6 depending on A3_2 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-163: Satisfaction O6 depending on A3_2 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO6P / QO6S depending on QA3_5 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Process 
Flexibility / Adaptation 
Needs N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
38 3,13 1,189 ,193 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects Relevant 36 3,75 1,105 ,184 
Not Relevant 36 2,53 1,521 ,254 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Relevant 
36 3,72 1,059 ,176 
Table A-191: Mean Value O6 depending on A3_5 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,392 ,533 -2,314 72 ,024 -,618 ,267 -1,151 -,086 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -2,318 71,975 ,023 -,618 ,267 -1,150 -,087 
Equal variances 
assumed 9,263 ,003 -3,867 70 ,000 -1,194 ,309 -1,810 -,578 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -3,867 62,463 ,000 -1,194 ,309 -1,812 -,577 
Table A-192: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O6 depending on A3_5 
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Figure A-164: Satisfaction O6 depending on A3_5 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-165: Satisfaction O6 depending on A3_5 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO6P / QO6S depending on QA3_6 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Inter-
/Intraorganisational 
Coupling of Processes N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
42 3,14 1,260 ,194 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects Relevant 
32 3,81 ,965 ,171 
Not Relevant 41 2,59 1,303 ,204 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Relevant 
31 3,84 1,293 ,232 
Table A-193: Mean Value O6 depending on A3_6 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    
F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 4,493 ,037 -2,497 72 ,015 -,670 ,268 -1,204 -,135 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -2,588 71,995 ,012 -,670 ,259 -1,185 -,154 
Equal variances 
assumed ,254 ,616 -4,053 70 ,000 -1,253 ,309 -1,870 -,637 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -4,058 65,008 ,000 -1,253 ,309 -1,870 -,636 
Table A-194: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O6 depending on A3_6 
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Figure A-166: Satisfaction O6 depending on A3_6 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-167: Satisfaction O6 depending on A3_6 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO6P / QO6S depending on QA3_7 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Analysis Processes / 
Aspects: Separation of 
Standard Processes and 
Exception Variants N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
39 3,41 1,093 ,175 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects Relevant 
35 3,46 1,291 ,218 
Not Relevant 38 2,55 1,427 ,232 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Relevant 
34 3,76 1,156 ,198 
Table A-195: Mean Value O6 depending on A3_7 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    
F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,626 ,431 -,169 72 ,866 -,047 ,277 -,600 ,506 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -,168 67,013 ,867 -,047 ,280 -,605 ,512 
Equal variances 
assumed 3,570 ,063 -3,929 70 ,000 -1,212 ,308 -1,827 -,597 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -3,976 69,349 ,000 -1,212 ,305 -1,820 -,604 
Table A-196: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O6 depending on A3_7
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Figure A-168: Satisfaction O6 depending on A3_7 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-169: Satisfaction O6 depending on A3_7 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 42: Implementation Process (A8)–Clear Process Models (O6) 
A consolidation of business process models and technical analysis results (A8_3, A8_4,A8_1) 
contributes to semantically complete, clear, readable, and adaptable business process- and 
workflow models that depict flexibility and  interoperability aspects (O6). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Prio
rity: Modelling 
of Flexibility-
/Interoperabilit
y Aspects 
Project 
Objective/Sati
sfaction: 
Modelling of 
Flexibility-
/Interoperabilit
y Aspects 
Correlation Coefficient ,212 ,413(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,069 ,000 
Implementation 
Process: Iterative 
Analysis, Design, and 
Implementation N 74 72 
Correlation Coefficient ,083 ,257(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,481 ,029 
Implementation 
Process: Consolidated 
Technical Deliverables 
and BP-/WF-
specifications N 74 72 
Correlation Coefficient ,125 ,488(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,287 ,000 
Spearman-Rho 
Implementation 
Process: Early 
Explorative Prototyping 
N 
74 72 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-197: Correlation between A8 – O6 
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QO6P / QO6S depending on QA8_1 
T-Test Group Statistics 
  
Implementation Process: 
Iterative Analysis, Design, 
and Implementation N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
37 3,22 1,109 ,182 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects Relevant 
37 3,65 1,230 ,202 
Not Relevant 36 2,53 1,404 ,234 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Relevant 
36 3,72 1,210 ,202 
Table A-198: Mean Value O6 depending on A8_1 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,430 ,514 -1,589 72 ,117 -,432 ,272 -,975 ,110 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -1,589 71,245 ,117 -,432 ,272 -,975 ,110 
Equal variances 
assumed 2,044 ,157 -3,867 70 ,000 -1,194 ,309 -1,810 -,578 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -3,867 68,506 ,000 -1,194 ,309 -1,811 -,578 
Table A-199: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O6 depending on A8_1 
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Figure A-170: Satisfaction O6 depending on A8_1 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-171: Satisfaction O6 depending on A8_1 / Mean & Deviation 
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QO6P / QO6S depending on QA8_4 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
 
  
Implementation Process: 
Early Explorative 
Prototyping N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
30 3,27 1,172 ,214 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects Relevant 
44 3,55 1,190 ,179 
Not Relevant 29 2,28 1,279 ,237 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Relevant 
43 3,70 1,245 ,190 
Table A-200: Mean Value O6 depending on A8_4 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,070 ,792 -,995 72 ,323 -,279 ,280 -,837 ,280 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -,998 63,067 ,322 -,279 ,279 -,837 ,279 
Equal variances 
assumed ,159 ,691 -4,702 70 ,000 -1,422 ,302 -2,025 -,819 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Modelling of Flexibility-
/Interoperability Aspects 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -4,677 59,119 ,000 -1,422 ,304 -2,030 -,814 
Table A-201: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O6 depending on A8_4
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Figure A-172: Satisfaction O6 depending on A8_4 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-173: Satisfaction O6 depending on A8_4 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 43: Modelling Methodology (A1)–Clear Project Approach (O7) 
The selection of business process- and workflow modelling approaches with comprehensive 
and complementary meta-models, i.e. a comprehensive semantic expressiveness (A1) 
contributes to a systematic and clearly structured project methodology that avoids analysis-, 
design-, and implementation errors (O7). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Systematic/Cle
ary Structured 
Project 
Approach 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Systematic/Cle
ary Structured 
Project 
Approach 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,033 ,448(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,781 ,000 
Modelling 
Methodology: Process 
Tasks 
N 72 72 
Correlation Coefficient ,109 ,468(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,361 ,000 
Modelling 
Methodology: Process 
Flow 
N 72 72 
Correlation Coefficient ,002 ,224 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,985 ,059 
Modelling 
Methodology: Invoked 
Applications 
N 
72 72 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,129 ,126 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,281 ,292 
Modelling 
Methodology: Time-
Constraints 
N 72 72 
Correlation Coefficient ,029 ,222 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,808 ,061 
Modelling 
Methodology: 
Organisational 
Responsibilities N 72 72 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,013 ,537(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,916 ,000 
Modelling 
Methodology: Possible 
Process Exceptions 
N 72 72 
Correlation Coefficient ,066 ,538(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,585 ,000 
Modelling 
Methodology: Possible 
Process 
Variants/Flex.Aspects N 72 72 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,006 ,455(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,961 ,000 
Modelling 
Methodology: 
Interoperability 
Aspects N 72 72 
Correlation Coefficient 
. . 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
. . 
Spearman-Rho 
Modelling 
Methodology: Others 
N 72 72 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-202: Correlation between A1 – O7 
 
 302 
QO7P / QO7S depending on QA1_1 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Modelling Methodology: 
Process Tasks N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
9 4,33 1,000 ,333 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach Relevant 63 4,24 ,995 ,125 
Not Relevant 9 2,11 ,928 ,309 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach 
Relevant 
63 3,83 1,040 ,131 
Table A-203: Mean Value O7 depending on A1_1 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,075 ,785 ,268 70 ,789 ,095 ,355 -,613 ,803 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach 
Equal variances not 
assumed     ,267 10,398 ,794 ,095 ,356 -,694 ,885 
Equal variances 
assumed 1,814 ,182 -4,680 70 ,000 -1,714 ,366 -2,445 -,984 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,103 11,083 ,000 -1,714 ,336 -2,453 -,976 
Table A-204: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O7 depending on A1_1 
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Figure A-174: Satisfaction O7 depending on A1_1 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-175: Satisfaction O7 depending on A1_1 / Mean & Deviation 
 
 
 305 
QO7P / QO7S depending on QA1_2 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Modelling Methodology: 
Process Flow N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
11 4,09 ,944 ,285 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach Relevant 61 4,28 1,002 ,128 
Not Relevant 11 2,27 ,905 ,273 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach 
Relevant 
61 3,85 1,046 ,134 
Table A-205: Mean Value O7 depending on A1_2 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,535 ,467 -,577 70 ,566 -,188 ,326 -,837 ,462 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -,602 14,380 ,557 -,188 ,312 -,856 ,480 
Equal variances 
assumed 1,685 ,198 -4,695 70 ,000 -1,580 ,336 -2,251 -,909 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,199 15,259 ,000 -1,580 ,304 -2,226 -,933 
Table A-206: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O7 depending on A1_2 
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Figure A-176: Satisfaction O7 depending on A1_2 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-177: Satisfaction O7 depending on A1_2 / Mean & Deviation 
 
 
 
 308 
QO7P / QO7S depending on QA1_6 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Modelling Methodology: 
Possible Process 
Exceptions N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
41 4,24 1,019 ,159 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach Relevant 31 4,26 ,965 ,173 
Not Relevant 41 3,07 1,104 ,172 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach 
Relevant 
31 4,32 ,832 ,149 
Table A-207: Mean Value O7 depending on A1_6 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,105 ,746 -,060 70 ,953 -,014 ,237 -,487 ,459 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -,060 66,483 ,952 -,014 ,235 -,484 ,456 
Equal variances 
assumed 1,704 ,196 -5,266 70 ,000 -1,249 ,237 -1,723 -,776 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,475 70,000 ,000 -1,249 ,228 -1,705 -,794 
Table A-208: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O7 depending on A1_6 
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Figure A-178: Satisfaction O7 depending on A1_6 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-179: Satisfaction O7 depending on A1_6 / Mean & Deviation 
 
 311 
QO7P / QO7S depending on QA1_7 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Modelling Methodology: 
Possible Process 
Variants/Flex.Aspects N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
38 4,21 ,963 ,156 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach Relevant 34 4,29 1,031 ,177 
Not Relevant 38 3,03 1,078 ,175 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach 
Relevant 
34 4,26 ,898 ,154 
Table A-209: Mean Value O7 depending on A1_7 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed ,000 ,997 -,356 70 ,723 -,084 ,235 -,552 ,385 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -,354 67,795 ,724 -,084 ,236 -,554 ,387 
Equal variances 
assumed ,404 ,527 -5,261 70 ,000 -1,238 ,235 -1,708 -,769 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -5,315 69,668 ,000 -1,238 ,233 -1,703 -,774 
Table A-210: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O7 depending on A1_7 
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Figure A-180: Satisfaction O7 depending on A1_7 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-181: Satisfaction O7 depending on A1_7 / Mean & Deviation 
 
 314 
QO7P / QO7S depending on QA1_8 
T-Test 
 Group Statistics 
  
Modelling Methodology: 
Interoperability Aspects N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
Not Relevant 
40 4,20 1,114 ,176 
Project Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach Relevant 32 4,31 ,821 ,145 
Not Relevant 40 3,13 1,223 ,193 Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach 
Relevant 
32 4,22 ,751 ,133 
Table A-211: Mean Value O7 depending on A1_8 
 
 Independent Samples Test 
Levene’s Test for 
Equality of Variances T-test for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
    F Signific. T df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 1,990 ,163 -,477 70 ,635 -,112 ,236 -,583 ,358 
Project 
Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach 
Equal variances not 
assumed     -,493 69,577 ,624 -,112 ,228 -,568 ,343 
Equal variances 
assumed 8,092 ,006 -4,430 70 ,000 -1,094 ,247 -1,586 -,601 
Project 
Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary 
Structured Project 
Approach 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
    -4,663 65,965 ,000 -1,094 ,235 -1,562 -,625 
Table A-212: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O7 depending on A1_8
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Figure A-182: Satisfaction O7 depending on A1_8 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-183: Satisfaction O7 depending on A1_8 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 44: Feasibility Study (A7) –Clear Project Approach (O7) 
A feasibility sturdy which is executed prior to the workflow implementation project (A7) 
helps to avoid analysis-, design-, and implementation errors (O7). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Systematic/Cle
ary Structured 
Project 
Approach 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Systematic/Cle
ary Structured 
Project 
Approach 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,075 ,343(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,543 ,004 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Project Costs / 
Profitability 
N 68 68 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,160 ,016 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,192 ,896 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: User 
Acceptance 
N 68 68 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,158 ,335(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,199 ,005 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: WFM Ability of 
the Processes 
N 
68 68 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,134 ,358(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,275 ,003 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Adaptability / 
Flexibility of the WFM-
Application N 68 68 
Correlation Coefficient ,083 ,286(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,500 ,018 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Exception 
Handling 
Requirements N 68 68 
Correlation Coefficient ,018 ,297(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,881 ,014 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Organisational 
Interoperability 
Requirements N 68 68 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,017 ,168 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,891 ,170 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Technical 
Interoperability 
Requirements N 68 68 
Correlation Coefficient ,117 -,098 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,336 ,422 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: Others 
N 70 70 
Correlation Coefficient ,074 -,257(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,539 ,029 
Spearman-Rho 
Feasibility Study / 
Scope: No Feasibility 
Study 
N 72 72 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-213: Correlation between A7 – O7 
 318 
QO7P / QO7S depending on QA7_4 
T-Test 
Group Statistics 
 Feasibility Study 
/ Scope: 
Adaptability / 
Flexibility of the 
WFM-Application N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Not Relevant 36 4.36 .961 .160 Project Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary Structured 
Project Approach Relevant 32 4.19 .965 .171 
Not Relevant 36 3.22 1.245 .207 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary Structured 
Project Approach Relevant 32 4.09 .928 .164 
Table A-214: Mean Value O7 depending on A7_4 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
  
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
  
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances assumed .237 .628 .742 66 .461 .174 .234 -.293 .641 Project Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary Structured 
Project Approach Equal variances not assumed   .742 64.998 .461 .174 .234 -.294 .641 
Equal variances assumed 4.576 .036 -3.239 66 .002 -.872 .269 -1.409 -.334 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary Structured 
Project Approach Equal variances not assumed   -3.295 64.150 .002 -.872 .265 -1.400 -.343 
Table A-215: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O7 depending on A7_4 
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Figure A-184: Satisfaction O7 depending on A7_4 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-185: Satisfaction O7 depending on A7_4 / Mean & Deviation
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Hypothesis 45: Prototyping (A8) –Clear Project Approach (O7) 
Early prototyping (A8_4) contributes to a systematic and clearly structured project 
methodology that avoids analysis-, design-, and implementation errors (O7). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Systematic/Cle
ary Structured 
Project 
Approach 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Systematic/Cle
ary Structured 
Project 
Approach 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,096 ,357(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,413 ,002 
Spearman-Rho Implementation 
Process: Early 
Explorative 
Prototyping N 75 75 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-216: Correlation between A8 – O7 
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QO7P / QO7S depending on QA8_4 
T-Test 
Group Statistics 
 Implementation 
Process: Early 
Explorative 
Prototyping N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Not Relevant 31 4.39 .882 .158 Project Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary Structured 
Project Approach Relevant 44 4.18 1.040 .157 
Not Relevant 31 3.13 1.231 .221 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary Structured 
Project Approach Relevant 44 4.00 .964 .145 
Table A-217: Mean Value O7 depending on A8_4 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test for Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
  
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
  
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances 
assumed 
.608 .438 .895 73 .374 .205 .229 -.252 .663 Project Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary Structured Project 
Approach Equal variances not 
assumed   .921 70.419 .360 .205 .223 -.239 .650 
Equal variances 
assumed 
3.320 .073 -3.432 73 .001 -.871 .254 -1.377 -.365 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary Structured Project 
Approach Equal variances not 
assumed   -3.291 54.445 .002 -.871 .265 -1.401 -.340 
Table A-218: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O7 depending on A8_4 
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Figure A-186: Satisfaction O7 depending on A8_4 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-187: Satisfaction O7 depending on A8_4 / Mean & Deviation
 325 
Hypothesis 46: Iterative Process (A8) –Clear Project Approach (O7) 
An iterative implementation process (A8_1) contributes to a systematic and clearly structured 
project methodology that avoids analysis-, design-, and implementation errors (O7). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Systematic/Cle
ary Structured 
Project 
Approach 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Systematic/Cle
ary Structured 
Project 
Approach 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,103 ,379(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,381 ,001 
Spearman-Rho Implementation 
Process: Iterative 
Analysis, Design, and 
Implementation N 75 75 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-219: Correlation between A8 – O7 
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QO7P / QO7S depending on QA8_1 
T-Test 
Group Statistics 
 Implementation 
Process: Iterative 
Analysis, Design, 
and 
Implementation N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Not Relevant 38 4.34 .994 .161 Project Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary Structured 
Project Approach Relevant 37 4.19 .967 .159 
Not Relevant 38 3.24 1.076 .175 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary Structured 
Project Approach Relevant 37 4.05 1.104 .182 
Table A-220: Mean Value O7 depending on A8_1 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
  
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
  
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances assumed .040 .842 .675 73 .502 .153 .227 -.299 .604 Project Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary Structured Project 
Approach Equal variances not 
assumed   .675 73.000 .502 .153 .226 -.298 .604 
Equal variances assumed .458 .501 -3.246 73 .002 -.817 .252 -1.319 -.315 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary Structured Project 
Approach Equal variances not assumed   -3.245 72.799 .002 -.817 .252 -1.319 -.315 
Table A-221: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O7 depending on A8_1 
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Figure A-188: Satisfaction O7 depending on A8_1 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-189: Satisfaction O7 depending on A8_1 / Mean & Deviation 
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Hypothesis 47: Consolidation of Devliverables (A8) –Clear Project 
Approach (O7) 
A consolidation of business process models and technical analysis results (A8_3) 
contributes to a systematic and clearly structured project methodology that avoids analysis-, 
design-, and implementation errors (O7). 
 
     
Project 
Objective/Priori
ty: 
Systematic/Cle
ary Structured 
Project 
Approach 
Project 
Objective/Satisf
action: 
Systematic/Cle
ary Structured 
Project 
Approach 
Correlation Coefficient 
-,092 ,357(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
,430 ,002 
Spearman-Rho Implementation 
Process: Consolidated 
Technical Deliverables 
and BP-/WF-
specifications 
N 75 75 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table A-222: Correlation between A8 – O7 
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QO7P / QO7S depending on QA8_3 
T-Test 
Group Statistics 
 Implementation 
Process: 
Consolidated 
Technical 
Deliverables and 
BP-/WF-
specifications N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Not Relevant 44 4.32 1.006 .152 Project Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary Structured 
Project Approach Relevant 31 4.19 .946 .170 
Not Relevant 44 3.30 1.193 .180 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary Structured 
Project Approach Relevant 31 4.13 .922 .166 
Table A-223: Mean Value O7 depending on A8_3 
Independent Samples Test 
  Levene's Test for Equality 
of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
  
  
95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
  
F Sig. t df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference Lower Upper 
Equal variances assumed .002 .967 .541 73 .590 .125 .230 -.334 .584 Project Objective/Priority: 
Systematic/Cleary Structured Project 
Approach Equal variances not assumed   .547 67.139 .586 .125 .228 -.330 .579 
Equal variances assumed 6.553 .013 -3.263 73 .002 -.834 .255 -1.343 -.324 Project Objective/Satisfaction: 
Systematic/Cleary Structured Project 
Approach Equal variances not assumed   -3.411 72.317 .001 -.834 .244 -1.321 -.346 
Table A-224: T-Test for / Significance for Mean Value O7 depending on A8_3 
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Figure A-190: Satisfaction O7 depending on A8_3 / Absolute Frequency 
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Figure A-191: : Satisfaction O7 depending on A8_3 / Mean & Deviation
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Appendix B: Survey Documents 
Final English questionnaire and accompanying letter 
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Final German questionnaire and accompanying letter 
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Pre-Test Documents English 
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Reminder German 
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Original version of the English questionnaire 
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Original version of the German questionnaire 
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Appendix C: Research Variables / Project Conditions 
Conditions are characterised by the fact that they can not be modified in a short-term period 
of time. In the context of this thesis, they represent factors that influence the effectiveness of 
workflow implementation approaches and the realisation of flexibility and interoperability 
requirements. From the perspective of the epistemological framework, design conditions 
affect the effectiveness of design parameters on design objectives. Causal relationships can be 
a priori derived from literature, but concrete impacts need to be proven within the empirical 
study. Therefore the explanations below merely indicate general suppositions with regard to 
impact on workflow technology. 
 
All conditions are assigned to either an “internal conditions”-category or an “external 
conditions”-category. Internal conditions represent characteristics of the company itself which 
again are divided into several categories, e.g. organisational structure, IT-situation, etc. They 
represent conditions which have its seeds in company-internal determinations. On the other 
hand external conditions are characteristics of the environment, i.e. they are defined outside of 
the company’s direct sphere of influence.  
 
Figure 0-1: Project Conditions1 
 
One may distinguish different views on conditions with respect to the scope that their effect in 
an organisational structure may has. The following figure depicts external factors as 
conditions that potentially influence the entire company but also other companies, since they 
characterise the entire environment. Internal conditions such as the general characteristics 
(corporate culture, etc.), corporate strategy, and organisational structure have a company-wide 
impact, whereas characteristics of certain business processes and specifics of the IT-situation 
may have a limited effect on single departments. Conditions to do with the availability of 
project resources and project relevant information sources are of effect for the project. In the 
following figure these different reaches of effects are illustrated by means of different layers. 
                                                 
1
 Source: This figure was developed by Lukas Kühl as part of the thesis 
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Figure 0-2: Layers of Design Conditions2 
 
Internal Conditions: General Characteristics 
C1: Enterprise size 
A company’s size is interesting for the applicability of workflow technology in several 
respect. Generally large companies strive for the realisation of economies of scale, which is 
equivalent to a resources’ high level of capacity.[MÜL01] Economies of scale imply reduced 
costs per item and represent a market entry barrier for new potential market participants. 
Workflow technology can be applied by medium-sized and large companies to realise a 
higher level of capacity. The supposition that particularly large and medium-sized companies 
can apply workflow technology is backed by Kieser who found out that a growing company 
size leads to a higher degree of specialisation, standardisation, and formalisation as well as an 
increasing delegation of decisions.[KIE01] Grochla states that larger companies execute 
processes rather rule-based and make a more extensive record of executed business 
transactions.[GRO02] Such a standardisation contributes to the applicability of workflow 
technology. Kueng surveyed Swiss companies and revealed that particularly medium-sized 
and large companies apply workflow technology.[KUE02] 
But a company’s size might also influence the tendency towards formalised implementation 
processes and project methodologies. If so, one may expect formalised IT-implementation 
approaches particularly in medium-sized and large companies, whereas small companies 
apply rather “shirtsleeve” procedures. 
 
C2: Line of business 
A company’s success and its behaviour in terms of pricing, R&D, etc. is considerably 
influenced by the characteristics of the respective line of business.[MÜL01] McGahan and 
Porter revealed that 20% of a company’s profitability is determined by the business line’s 
structure. Grochla states that a business line’s peculiarities influence a company’s 
                                                 
2
 Source: This figure was developed by Lukas Kühl as part of the thesis 
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organisational design with regard to functional specialisation, standardisation, and 
documentation of business transactions.[GRO02] From this direct consequences amount to 
the process design and the controllability of processes by means of workflow technology. In 
fact, workflow technology is seen to be particularly applicable to a few industry sectors, such 
as the public sector as well as bank and insurance companies. But also, companies of the 
retail, utilities, metal industry, and electronics apply workflow technology, though financial 
service companies make up the main field of application.[KUE02] 
There is a strong connection between the line of business, its environmental conditions and 
the structure of competition. It may impose innovation and adaptation requirements and thus 
the need for flexibility. But also interoperability aspects may be line specific, e.g. if a forward 
integration into the suppliers’ processes is economically sensible. If a certain business line is 
of major importance for suppliers, one may suppose that suppliers will participate in common 
projects, e.g. for R&D, process integration, inter-company process control. 
 
C3: Corporate culture 
Corporate culture is a company’s striving in the form of a corporate philosophy with 
confessions towards innovation readiness, risk-taking readiness, conservative values 
etc.[BIN01] Companies with an innovative culture turned out to tend to more standardisation 
and formalisation. Successful innovations seems to necessitate far-reaching standardisation of 
processes in order to keep a company’s instability as small as possible.[GRO02] By a high 
degree of standardisation of routine activities, capacities for innovative tasks can be 
created.[KIE01] This implies that innovative companies execute routine processes for which 
workflow technology is potentially applicable. One could also assume that an innovative 
culture promotes the utilisation of such instruments. Contrary to this, a conservative culture 
regards innovations with scepticism. 
 
Internal Conditions: Strategy 
C4: Corporate strategy 
The corporate strategy defines a company’s business segments, target markets, competitive 
strategy, etc. It implies how a company intends to behave towards market participants, i.e. 
how to cope with customer requirements and how to demarcate from competitors.[MÜL01] 
One may distinguish two different directions of impact, namely the striving for: 
• Cost-leadership 
• Quality-leadership 
Both strategies do not mutually exclude each other, but most companies will usually 
emphasise one of both strategies. Cost-leadership implies cost reduction, optimum 
deployment of resources which amounts to a minimisation of costs for internal production and 
service processes. Optimised process flows with few execution variants may also be effects of 
a cost-leadership strategy. Process automation by means of Workflow-Management 
applications for inflexible production workflows is a technological driver for cost-leadership 
strategies. 
On the other hand, quality leadership means optimum customer value, i.e. totally customer-
oriented business processes. A higher customer orientation requires the ability to accept 
specific customer requests which possibly demand special process variants to be executed. 
However, Quality-leadership implies a higher degree of customer-orientation and flexibility 
which again may influence the implementation process for Workflow-Management 
applications.  
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C5: Strategic importance of IT-projects 
According to Kueng, Workflow technology is mainly applied in companies in which 
computer-based information processing is of significant importance.[KUE02] This design 
condition distinguishes between projects that are initiated by derivation from strategic 
corporate objectives (top-down approach) and IT-projects that are defined without reference 
to strategic objectives (bottom-up).  
 
Figure 0-3: System Implementation Approaches[HOF01] 
 
This difference may influence the workflow implementation project in so far as: 
• Strategic IT-projects possess a higher priority and will possibly receive a higher top-
management commitment, better access to project resources, etc. 
• If the project contributes to an entire corporate strategy, interdependencies with other 
complementary projects are to be considered. This might increase communication efforts. 
• Top-down implementation approaches are supposed to be goal-oriented holistic 
approaches. Yet, Hoffmann stresses that the given strategic objectives are individually 
formulated.[HOF01] Such individuality implies the permanent risk for modifications, e.g. 
due to a modified valence of strategic objectives or personnel changes within the 
company’s top-management. If modifications occur, already developed concepts may be 
abandoned. For that reason, a strategy-oriented top-down approach is only applicable if a 
constancy of strategic objectives is ensured. 
• Bottom-up implementation approaches do not pay attention to integrated comprehensive 
information- and process-control systems.[HOF01] Hoffmann promotes their 
applicability, if unorganised single data of different subsystems that are difficult to 
integrate are to be processed on an operative level. 
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Internal Conditions: Business Process Characteristics 
C8:  Stucturedness of the business processes 
Schulze/Böhm describe well-structured processes by means of the following 
characteristics:[VOS01] 
• Order of activities is determined to the greatest possible extent or non-ambiguously 
determinable. 
• Order of activities is valid in the long run. 
According to another definition, processes in terms of workflow technology have four typical 
characteristics that make up their structuredness: 
• Major parts of the process coordination takes place in accordance with formal, definitely 
predetermined rules. 
• Communication between process actors/participants occurs asynchronous and rule-based. 
• Access to common resources occurs within defined steps. 
• Processes can be recursively refined in sub-processes and elementary activities 
An insufficient process structuredness affects workflow projects in so far as workflow 
management might not offer an appropriate technological support for a sophisticated process 
control. As a process control of non-formalised tasks by means of workflow technology is 
regarded as problematic, a workflow implementation approach has to evaluate the feasibility 
in light of these process characteristics. 
 
C9: Strategic importance of the business processes  
Strategic processes have an outstanding importance for a company’s success, e.g. a high 
importance for the keeping of  competitive advantages, a high importance for the satisfaction 
of customers, etc.[KRÜ01] Strategic advantages can be gained if improvements for these 
processes can be reached. Thielemann points to the necessity for a process analysis in light of 
their “workflow management potential” in which the strategic gains of a workflow 
implementation for potential business process candidates is to be considered.[THI01] In this 
sense, the strategic importance of a business process may influence the economic justification 
of a workflow project and should therefore be analysed during the implementation process. 
 
C10: Execution frequency of business processes 
A characteristic for the applicability of workflow technology to a business process is a 
process’s high execution frequency.[VOS01] The execution frequency does not reveal the 
technical feasibility, but it provides indications concerning the economic sense of the project, 
in so far as a workflow support fur well-structured but rarely occurring processes may not be 
profitable from an economic point of view.[THI01] Thus it should be analysed during the 
implementation process. 
 
C11: Frequency of business process modifications 
The frequency of business process modifications is a further process characteristic that 
influences the “workflow-ability” of a business process. It is categorised as an internal 
condition because it represents a characteristic of internal processes, though it might be 
triggered by an event outside of the company’s boundaries. A high probability of process 
modifications impairs the ability for a workflow control, as workflow specifications need to 
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be relatively fixed. Just as with the other process characteristics, the frequency of  process 
modifications needs to be analysed during the implementation process. It is still a pivotal 
challenge for workflow projects to cope with process modifications, i.e. to guarantee the 
adaptability of the Workflow-Management application. 
 
C12: Variety of business process variants (Process Complexity)  
A high process complexity in the form of excessive process variants impairs the “workflow-
ability” of processes. Practice shows that workflows may consist of a two-digit or even triple-
digit number of further “sub“-workflows.[BÖH01] An effective means for the reduction of 
process complexity is required, because a high process complexity implies the risk of 
redundancies, inconsistencies and poor maintenance / adaptability of the application. An 
underestimated process complexity might even lead to the failure of a workflow 
project.[BÖH01] The implementation process needs to pay attention to the process 
complexity during the analysis and evaluation of the “workflow-ability” of processes, the 
specification and modelling of variants and exceptions, and by the implementation of an 
adequate exception-handling process. 
 
C13: Necessity for an inter-company workflow control  
The necessity for an inter-company workflow control concerns the connection of Workflow-
Management applications, thus the interoperability of systems and processes. It increases the 
complexity of the Workflow-Management application and imposes additional requirements 
on the implementation project, both on a technical and organisational level. 
 
Internal Conditions: Organisational Structure 
Empirical studies show that Workflow-Implementation projects have not led to a fundamental 
redesign of organisational structures.[KUE02][MEY01] For that reason, the epistemological 
framework considers a company’s structure as a design condition, which is not adaptable at 
short notice. 
 
C14: Organisational structure of the company 
The Workflow-Management paradigm is based on the division of a control-level and an 
execution-level. That’s why it particularly supports Taylor’s approach for the design of 
production processes which intends a separation of planning and executing activities.[LEH02] 
Findings gained in practice show that Workflow-Management applications can only develop 
their full benefits, if a sufficiently high number of human actors participate in a process. This 
shows the applicability of the workflow paradigm to functionally divided processes. In fact, 
organisational aspects must be depicted in a workflow system where also functionally divided 
structures may be specified as part of a workflow.  
Nevertheless, it has to be considered that an electrification of possibly poor structures and 
processes is not the objective, but their optimisation prior to the technical implementation 
instead. For that purpose, knowledge carriers of all affected departments need to participate in 
the project. Structural optimisation might scrutinise hierarchical structures, degree of labour 
division, number of involved departments and span of supervision. 
A fundamental goal of workflow systems is a coordination of processes at distributed 
locations.[LEH02] It is supposed to allow a spatially distributed execution of processes. A 
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multi-site implementation generally increases the project complexity. Relevant distributed 
departments need to be involved in the project. 
 
Internal Conditions: Information / Resources 
C15: Availability / transparency of process knowledge 
Actual processes are to be analysed and improved prior to the technical workflow 
implementation, i.e. process knowledge needs to be collected. The offer of information 
represents an important and unchangeable source of knowledge whereby its availability 
constitutes a relevant project condition. Koreimann illustrates the information status as an 
intersection of the offered information, information inquiry, and information 
demand.[KOR01] 
 
Figure 0-4: Information Status[KOR01] 
 
Information deficits require the deployment of tools and methodologies in order to gain an 
adequate information status respectively to reach more congruence between the above 
depicted circles. 
  
C16: Availability of highly skilled project team members 
The human being is the most important factor for the execution of IT-projects. Unsatisfactory 
selections of methods and tools aggravate the fulfilment of goals. But wrong choices for the 
selection of staff or a lack of motivated or qualified staff take any chances of success from the 
project.[DRÄ01] The involvement of knowledge carrier with relevant technical, professional/ 
organisational, and political background is crucial. Their availability represents a condition 
for the project. 
 
C18: Amount of the workflow-project’s budget 
The magnitude of the financial project budget is considered to be a given resource. It can not 
be influenced by the implementation process. Thus the thesis regards the budget as a 
condition, but not as a design parameter. 
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Internal Conditions: IT-Situation 
C17: Heterogeneous IT platforms / -systems 
The computer-based execution of workflows is only superior to their conventional manual 
execution, if a sufficiently high number of sub-workflows, human actors and application 
systems take part in a process.[LEH02] Lehmann observed that companies with such an 
adquate process complexity usually possess large heterogeneous computer networks with a 
multitude of application systems. Such a heterogeneous IT-infrastructure needs to be 
integrated by the workflow system. That’s why Workflow-Management applications are to be 
conceptualised as distributed systems. Yet, Kueng states that the integration of many 
application components lacking in modularity under the top of a workflow system aggravate 
flexibility or it even leads a sluggish system.[KUE02] 
 
External Conditions (Characteristics of the environment) 
Classical organisational theory assumed that the more stable a company’s environment is: 
• the fewer delegation is required 
• the more activities can be standardised and formalised 
• the sooner can coordination by means of hierarchical ad-hoc decisions and formal 
planning take place. 
In contrast to this assumption, a dynamic environment implicates an unbureaucratic 
structure.[KIE01] However, relevant empirical studies contradict each other as they come to 
inconsistent findings concerning the general impact of an unstable environment on 
organisations.[SCH02] For instance, Child stated that companies in turbulent and permanently 
changing markets have more specialised jobs and possess a rather formalised structure than 
companies in a stable environment. Nevertheless, Lawrence/ Losch revealed in the course of 
an empirical study that organisational structures are dovetailed with characteristics of the 
environment on a department level. Although a general rule for the effect of environmental 
conditions on organisational structures can not be framed, it seems to be clear that an 
individual adjustment of single departments to the environment takes place. Such a 
department-specific determination of organisational rules may increase coordination efforts 
for the execution of inter-department tasks. Particularly an inter-department process control is 
affected, as a workflow implementation process has to dovetail department-specific 
coordination rules with each other. 
Schreyögg formulated the thesis that department-specific organisational structures according 
to a heterogeneous and dynamic environment can only be achieved at the expense of an inter-
department process integration. But, on the other hand, a dynamic environment demands a 
stronger interdependence of tasks, thus a high degree of process integration.[SCH02] 
Further issues that pertain to the environment concern the impact on flexibility requirements 
and a company’s networkability. The higher flexibility and interoperability requirements are 
the higher are the demands on the implementation process and the more likely is the 
involvement of company external stakeholders in the workflow project. 
 
C20: Dependency on legal requirements 
Legal conditions represent an important environmental influence factor on products and 
processes. A high dependency on laws and jurisdiction may impose adaptability requirements 
on companies. Legal conditions may change abrupt in order to cope with creeping social 
processes. For instance, a changing age pattern and the overburdening of the public pension 
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insurance fund caused in Germany legal changes to strengthen private old age pension which 
again led to extensive product innovations in insurance companies. 
 
C24: Change frequency of relevant legal requirements 
The more frequently legal changes occur the higher are the requirements on the Workflow-
Management application, thus on the implementation approach. 
 
C22: Process quality in cooperating organisations 
Process quality in cooperating organisations is important for interoperability purposes. 
Networkability strongly depends on the process quality.[FLE02] Fleisch defines the ability to 
rapidly and flexibly establish sufficiently coordinated processes between organisations as a 
criterion for the networkability. According to Fleisch networkability consists of the following 
process characteristics: 
• integration ability 
• coordination ability 
• networking potential 
• flexibility 
They are conditions which influence the effectiveness of an implementation approach in so far 
as network-compatible processes (of high quality) are easier to realise and implement in the 
context of an inter-organisational workflow control. 
 
C19: Workflow situation in organisations to be integrated 
Supposing that an inter-organisational process control is to be implemented, the availability of 
workflow tools in affected organisations represents a condition for the implementation 
approach. For instance, it has to be considered whether: 
• Workflow Management applications are already in operational use 
• Workflow Management applications are about to be implemented or intended for 
implementation 
• standardised interfaces are can be utilised 
 
C23: Influence of business partners on products and business 
processes 
A high influence of business partners may impose high flexibility requirements. It might even 
lead to an organisational connection based on processes. The higher the influence of business 
partners is the more need them to be involved in product development and organisational 
development processes.[MÜL01] 
 
 382 
External Conditions: Market Specifics 
C6: Competition 
According to the 1970’s theory of industrial economics, the intensity of competition is a 
crucial factor for a company’s success within a certain line of business.[MÜL01] Schreyögg 
states that business lines with a strong stress of competition are characterised by a high and 
innovative dynamic.[SCH02] Thus products and processes are modernised/modified more 
frequently. Regular process innovations influence flexibility requirements on the 
organisational structure and on IT-systems. Particularly Workflow-Management applications 
need to be able to cope with these requirements. 
A determinant for the intensity of competition is the power of customers respectively the 
anatomy of so called buyers-markets.[KRÜ01] Buyers-markets frequently imply market 
transparency, more customer orientation, a stronger focus on a company’s core competencies. 
It might even lead to an involvement of business partners into the design of products and 
customer focussed service processes. 
 
C7: Growth 
Growing lines of business mostly possess a lower intensity of competition than stagnating or 
shrinking markets.[MÜL01] Thereby the market growth determines the profit expectations of 
market participants. A high growth increases the readiness to invest in product innovations 
and efficiency-increasing measures. This is well put by the Boston Consulting Group which 
provide an aid for strategy definition by means of the portfolio approach. It compares a 
company’s product-market-segments in terms of market quotas and market growth and 
derives strategic decisions from it. Generally product-market-segments with an above-average 
market growth are potential candidates for investments in order to keep or to reach a high 
market quota.[OET01] The objective may be to become better than main 
competitors.[MÜL01] Investments in process improvements might be the consequence. 
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Appendix D: Case Study Documents 
 
Content 
 
• Description of the Assignment 
• Description of the Business Domain 
• Project instruction 
• As-Is Business Process 
• As-Is Organisational Structure 
• As-Is IT-Architecture 
• As-Is Business Case Description 
• Methodological Description 
• General Essay that describes the basics of the Workflow-Management issue 
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Description of the Assignment 
The Assignment for the second part of the Project Management Seminar is a Case Study in 
which certain deliverables of a Workflow Management implementation project are supposed 
to be prepared. It mainly encompasses the Analysis-, Design-, and System Selection phases of 
a Workflow Management implementation project, i.e. the requirements analysis, process 
analysis, process redesign / optimisation, and further tasks are to be executed. 
 
You are employees at a consulting company that provides system integration services to the 
insurance business domain. An insurance company has decided to instruct two independent 
consulting companies to execute a workflow related process analysis, -redesign, conception, 
and system selection for a Workflow Management implementation project. 
 
For the Case Study you have to build two separate groups that represent separate project 
teams which again represent the teams that have been staffed by the consulting companies. 
Teams have to work independently. Different methodologies for the execution of the project 
tasks will be applied by the teams, i.e. you will necessarily obtain different results. You will 
get certain instructions that describe these methodologies. Each project team needs to 
nominate a project manager who must have a good command of German language. 
 
The seminar takes place at four days. The leader of the seminar represents the 
customer/business expert and is at your disposal at these days entirely. You should carry out 
the project work that requires the involvement of the business expert within these four days. 
Note that business experts are generally a spare resource that are not permanently available. 
 
You have to carefully plan each of these seminar days. Further work for documentation, 
preparation and postediting of analysis workshops should be also carried out outside of these 
seminar days. You can consider to confront the business expert with intermediate analysis 
results and to invoke a his approval.   
 
Each of the project teams will get the following documents: 
• Description of the Business Domain 
• Project instruction 
• Incomplete As-Is Business Process model 
• As-Is Business Case Description 
• As-Is Organisational Structure (possibly incomplete) 
• As-Is IT-Architecture (possibly incomplete) 
• Methodological Description 
• General Essay that describes the foundations of the Workflow-Management issue 
 
You are expected to provide the following project deliverables: 
• Completed As-Is Process Model 
• To-Be Process-/Workflow Design (improved Processes) 
• To-Be IT-Architecture (analogous to the As-Is-IT-Architecture) 
• Written documentation of executed Process-/Workflow Optimisations 
• Written criteria-based evaluation of the process’s “workflow-management ability” 
• Written criteria-based Selection of an appropriate WFMS 
• Written reflection of the experiences that you made within your project work, 
particularly with respect to the applied methodologies, team work, appropriateness 
of the deliverables 
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Analyse the As-Is business process by means of the attached business domain description, 
rough As-Is process models, and rough business case description. You can also execute 
analysis workshops/interviews with the business expert who should also be able to provide 
information with respect to the IT-systems. 
 
Although you will receive certain information concerning the As-Is-IT-infrastructure, As-Is-
business-case, and the As-Is organisational structure, you have to keep in mind that these 
information might be incomplete. Thus you should also consider that further information may 
be required for the analysis and conception. You can take the opportunity the complement 
your knowledge during analysis workshops/interviews with the business expert. 
 
Again, each group has to carry out the project steps independently. It is very much likely and 
wanted that both groups will come up with different results due to different analysis and 
design methodologies. But this does not matter, as there is no single solution. Apart from the 
project deliverables that you will provide, your written reflection of your project work will be 
an outcome of your assignment of essential importance. It could be prepared by the project 
manager; Each group will be provided with a very precise guideline that includes the aspects 
that you should include in your reflection. All deliverables and the project reflection report 
must be submitted by the end of January. 
 
The project manager has to fulfil the following tasks: 
• Arrange appointments with the business expert and serve as a contact person for the 
business expert in all matters/affairs 
• Check the progress of the project and secure that the deliverables are prepared in time 
• Check that the team keeps the agreed deadlines 
• Secure that the team prepares the interview-/workshop sessions with the business expert 
• Discuss appearing problems with the business expert (possibly via e-mail): team conflicts, 
organisational problems, methodological problems 
• Check the extent and the quality of the project deliverables 
• Execute the reflection interviews with the team members and prepare the project 
reflection documentation from this. For this the project manager will receive a sufficiently 
precise catalogue that reflects relevant criteria for the project reflection. 
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Description of the Business Domain 
The life insurance company All-Star-Life-Long is faced with an increasing demand for funds-
related life insurance products due to the restructuring of the German law for old age pension 
schemes. Market surveys predict increasing growth rates for these innovative insurance 
products. 
On the other hand particularly American insurance companies join in the European market 
and attempt to gain market shares. These companies apply an aggressive advertisement 
strategy, as they try to poach customers from its competitors. All-Star-Life-Long suspects that 
its customers might cancel their insurance contracts in order to take out insurance contracts 
with these companies. An urgently executed customer survey revealed that the customers of 
All-Star-Life-Long appreciate the quality of the insurance products but on the other hand find 
fault with the company’s service quality. Thus certain business processes such as the claims-
processing, collections-processing and the processing of insurance applications does not fulfil 
the customer’s quality expectations. The company recognises that such a poor service quality 
might imply the risk for unsatisfied customers, too high administration costs and even 
customers that are willing to change their insurance partner. 
 
Product-/Marketing Strategy: 
• All-Star-Life-Long decided to closely collaborate with European’s biggest insurance 
broker who will exclusively sell All-Star-Life-Long insurance products.  
• All-Star-Life-Long acknowledges the increasing demand for funds-related life insurance 
products and decided to develop new innovative products in this segment. These products 
will be stepwise launched within the next years where rapid time-to-market is seen as an 
important factor for market success. A rapid-time-to-market impacts both the broker 
company as well as the insurance company itself, as both have to rapidly adapt their 
business processes to the requirements imposed by the new products. For instance, the 
processing of insurance applications is the first step within the company’s value chain and 
has to be redesigned accordingly. Insurance product inherent process variants and 
exceptional situations need to be considered. 
 
Tactical Decisions: 
The company’s management board has decided to:  
• Reduce administration costs of certain business processes, e.g. the processing of insurance 
applications (improving the process efficiency, e.g. far-reaching automation of 
administrative tasks) 
• Reduction of cycle-times of certain business processes. Insurance applications and 
insurance claims must be processed within a minimum time-span. 
• An improved integration of business partners particularly insurance brokers into the 
company’s business processes. 
• An improved service quality due to an individual consideration of customer needs. 
• An increased flexibility, as business processes need to be flexibly adaptable to individual 
customer demands (exceptions) and process modifications 
 
 
 
IT-related Decisions: 
• The company intends to implement a Workflow-Management-System in order to improve 
as most of its business processes as possible according to tactical decisions.  
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The insurance companies instructs two different consulting companies with the execution of 
the required business related analysis- and conception steps for the implementation of the 
Workflow Management System. All-Star-Life-Long is aware of the fact that the involved 
consulting companies apply different implementation methodologies and that the analysis 
results / conceptual deliverables will be different.  
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Project Instruction / Group 1 
Background: 
• All-Star-Life-Long intends to implement a Workflow-Management System in order to 
improve its insurance application process. 
• Generally the company strives for a rather integrated administrative cooperation with their 
business partners such as brokers. All-Star-Life-Long acknowledges the fact that such a 
process integration requires the integration / coupling of the IT-systems as a consequence. 
• All-Star-Life-Long assumes that an increased flexibility of their business processes would 
increase their competitiveness. Thus the company intends a far-reaching flexibility of the 
business processes in order to easily cope with future modifications within the company’s 
environment and unforeseen exceptions in the general process flow. 
• The current situation with the company’s administrative processes is characterised by 
many processing variants and exceptions which again and again require deviations from 
standardised business procedures, manual activities and a sub-optimum performance in 
the end. 
 
Project Goals: 
• All weak-points within the process flow are to be revealed 
• Elimination of typical weak-points to improve the process’s efficiency and reduction of 
cycle-time for the processing of an insurance application 
• Improved administrative cooperation with Business Partners and more flexible business 
processes / workflows 
• Implementation of an appropriate Workflow-Management System that best fulfils the 
company’s requirements 
 
Project Task: 
• Preparation of a project plan 
• Analysis of the As-Is Process: insurance application process 
• Optimisation of the business process and design of a To-Be process model: insurance 
application process 
• The “Workflow-Management-ability” of the To-Be business process/workflow is 
supposed to be evaluated. For this certain criteria are to be used. 
• A Workflow Management System is supposed to be selected out of a given set of possible 
WFMS. For this certain criteria are to be used. 
 
Project Conditions: 
• Project duration: 2.5 months 
• Project deadline: End of January 
• Project resources / Project Team: 
• External resources: 5-7 consultants 
• External resources: 1 project manager (German language capabilities) 
• Internal resources: 1 business expert 
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Project Instruction / Group 2 
Background: 
• All-Star-Life-Long intends to implement a Workflow-Management System in order to 
improve its insurance application process. 
• Generally the company strives for a rather integrated administrative cooperation with their 
business partners such as brokers. All-Star-Life-Long acknowledges the fact that such a 
process integration requires the integration / coupling of the IT-systems as a consequence. 
• All-Star-Life-Long assumes that an increased flexibility of their business processes would 
increase their competitiveness. Thus the company intends a far-reaching flexibility of the 
business processes in order to easily cope with future modifications within the company’s 
environment and unforeseen exceptions in the general process flow. 
• The current situation with the company’s administrative processes is characterised by 
many processing variants and exceptions which again and again require deviations from 
standardised business procedures, manual activities and a sub-optimum performance in 
the end. 
 
Project Goals: 
• All weak-points within the process flow are to be revealed: manual tasks, process loops, 
media breaks, insufficient IT-support, paper work, etc. 
• Improvement of the insurance application process / elimination of typical weak-points: 
• Process loops and repeatedly executed business functions are to be eliminated 
• Manual activities are to be automated as far as possible 
• Paper forms etc. are to be eliminated; if possible, only signed insurance applications 
need to be kept. A digitising and automatic transport of business data must be 
evaluated. 
• The cycle-time for a standard application process must not take longer than three days; 
the entire process need to be accelerated 
• The internal application process need to be streamlined with the broker respectively 
the agent. The outcome of the project should be an integrated business process with 
the broker and a coupling of the Workflow-Management systems. We assume that 
90% of the standard cases can be automatically forwarded to our company by the 
agent, so that the broker does not need to interfere. 
• 90% of the process exceptions are supposed to be directly processed by the insurance 
clerk without aid of a Workflow-expert. 
• 95% of the process variants are to be analysed and specified so that the worfklow-
management system can easily handle them. All specifications need to be clearly 
readable. 
• Sub-processes or certain parts of the process that cannot be sufficiently supported by a 
Workflow-Management System due to the complexity or unstructuredness of certain tasks 
are to be separated. 
• Implementation of an appropriate Workflow-Management System that best fulfils the 
company’s requirements 
 
 
Project Task: 
• Preparation of a project plan 
• Analysis of the As-Is Process: insurance application process 
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• Optimisation of the business process and design of a To-Be process model: insurance 
application process 
• The “Workflow-Management-ability” of the To-Be business process/workflow is 
supposed to be evaluated. For this certain criteria are to be used. 
• A Workflow Management System is supposed to be selected out of a given set of possible 
WFMS. For this certain criteria are to be used. 
 
Project Conditions: 
• Project duration: 2.5 months 
• Project deadline: End of January  
• Project resources / Project Team: 
• External resources: 5-7 consultants 
• External resources: 1 project manager (German language capabilities) 
• Internal resources: 1 business expert 
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As-Is Organisational Structure 
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AS-IS IT-Architecture 
In the following, the IT-Systems of the All-Star-Life-Long are briefly described. The 
description might be incomplete and need to be verified during the analysis workshops 
 
 
 
 
Main IT-Functions: Partner System 
• (C-PS01) Create new Business Partner (Dialogue and Batch) 
• (C-PS02) Edit Business Partner Data (Dialogue) 
• (C-PS03) Assign Roles between Business Partners (Dialogue and Batch) 
 
Main IT-Functions: Insurance Application System 
• (C-AS01) Create Insurance Application (Dialogue and Batch) 
• (C-AS02) Edit Insurance Application (Dialogue) 
• (C-AS03) Check formal parts of the insurance application (Dialogue and Batch) 
• (C-AS04) Check legal parts of the insurance application (Dialogue and Batch) 
• (C-AS05) Check risk related parts of the insurance application (Dialogue and Batch) 
• trade group, income, insurance amount, tariff, special risk, physical condition, etc. 
• (C-AS06) Refuse insurance application (Dialogue and Batch) 
• (C-AS07) Accept insurance application (Dialogue and Batch) 
• (C-AS08) Create insurance policy printout 
• (C-AS09) Calculate premium (Dialogue and Batch) 
• (C-AS10) Calculate insurance commission  
• (C-AS11) Printout: Request for doctor’s certificate 
• (C-AS12) Printout: Remind applicant for doctor’s certificate 
• (C-AS13) Printout: Error protocol 
• (C-AS14) Printout: Application sheet 
 
Main IT-Functions: Policy System Contract Administration 
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• (C-PS01) Create Insurance Contract (Dialogue and Batch) 
• (C-PS02) Calculate premium (Dialogue and Batch) 
• (C-PS03) Create premium invoice (Batch) 
• (C-PS04) Edit Contract Data (Dialogue and Batch) 
• (C-PS05) Execute technical Contract Modification (Dialogue and Batch) 
• (C-PS06) Calculate policy loan 
• (C-PS07) Cancel contract 
 
Main IT-Functions: Collections-/Disbursement System 
• (C-CS01) Post insurance premium (Dialogue and Batch) 
• (C-PS02) Posting dialogue for any business case, e.g. cancellations 
• (C-PS03) Automatic Clearing of incoming payments (Batch) 
• (C-PS04) Clarification of incoming payments that could not be assigned to open 
premiums (Dialogue) 
 
Main IT-Functions: Accounting System 
• (C-FS01) Post receivables and benefits 
• (C-FS02) Post payables and expenditures 
• (C-FS03) Posting dialogue for any business case, e.g. cancellations 
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In the following, the IT-Systems of the broker are briefly described. The description might be 
incomplete and need to be verified during the analysis workshops 
 
 
 
Main IT-Functions: Customer Service System 
• (B-SS01) Customer information and counselling functionalities (Dialogue) 
• (B-SS02) Calculation of necessary insurance amounts (Dialogue) 
• (B-SS03) Provisional calculation of premiums (Dialogue) 
• (B-SS04) Creation of insurance applications (Dialogue) 
• (B-SS05) Printout of insurance applications (Batch) 
 
Main IT-Functions: Insurance Application System 
• (B-AS01) Creation of insurance applications  (Dialogue) 
• (B-AS02) Editing of insurance applications (Dialogue) 
 
Main IT-Functions: Accounting System 
• (B-FS01) Post receivables and benefits 
• (B-FS02) Post payables and expenditures 
• (B-FS03) Posting dialogue for any business case, e.g. cancellations 
 
Main IT-Functions: Workflow Management System 
 
 
 
Description Business Case 
An employee of the broker’s sales force (a so called insurance agent) does the insurance 
specific counselling of the potential client at the face of the client. For that purpose an 
insurance agent utilises a notebook based IT-system that provides insurance specific product 
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information, provisional premium calculations, etc. If a client decides to accept an insurance 
offer, the insurance agent takes up the relevant data and feeds them into the notebook system, 
which again prints out a an insurance application. The client then signs the insurance 
application which also contains commission relevant information so that later commission 
payments can be properly assigned to the insurance agent. This physical insurance application 
will be then sent to the insurance broker’s office.  
 
At the broker’s office an employee will first manually sort all the incoming post. Insurance 
applications will be sorted out and separated from other correspondence that way. In the next 
step, the same clerk sorts insurance applications according to insurance type and insurance 
products, e.g. fire insurance applications are separated from life-insurance applications, etc. 
All applications are then forwarded to the respective insurance clerks within the broker’s 
office. An internal employee of the insurance broker checks the insurance application in light 
of completeness and consistency of the information made by the applicant. This represents 
merely a formal pre-verification which may not lead to an acceptance of the applications by 
the broker. In case of incomplete information indicated by the applicant or any checkbacks 
required, the clerk contacts the applicant via telephone or by mail to gain all missing 
information. After completion of all missing information the application data is keyed in the 
broker’s insurance application system. The physical application will be sent to the insurance 
company for final processing.  
 
After mail delivery at the insurance company all the incoming post arrives at the internal 
expedition/post office. Here staff first sorts the incoming post by responsible departments, i.e. 
according to company internal addressees. All the insurance applications will be forwarded to 
the data acquisition department where data logger will automatically read the insurance 
applications and store the application data within the insurance application system, i.e. an 
electronic insurance application will be created by means of a batch function. If the system 
cannot read all application data correctly, an error protocol will be created and staff of the 
data acquisition department must manually key in the application data. A respective dialogue 
function for the editing of application data is available. 
After complete data entry, the insurance application system performs a first automatic 
verification of the application data. A printout that contains all application data and further 
processing instruction for the staff of the application department will be automatically created. 
These processing instructions are an outcome of the automatic verification of the application 
data. This so called “application sheet” and the application will be both forwarded to the 
application department. 
Here one of the heads of the work groups sorts the incoming applications and hands them out 
to the staff. The group leader has to consider skills of his employees, responsibilities for 
certain insurance products and the current work load. Each employee of the application 
department performs the following verifications of the applications by means of the 
“application sheet” (processing instructions) and the application system: 
• Formal verifications, e.g.: 
• Completeness of the application data 
• Correctness of the application data, e.g. Tariff, insurance amount, indicated 
premium, broker data, funds related data 
• Etc. 
• Here it might be necessary to consult the broker if for instance the application does 
not clearly indicate the insurance product, tariff, insurance amount. Formal criteria 
are also a faulty address, missing names, faulty amount of the indicated premium. 
Brokers are usually contacted via telephone or e-mail. 
• Legal verifications, e.g.: 
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• Has the application been signed correctly 
• Is a beneficial indicated 
• Etc. 
• Here it might be necessary to consult the applicant if for instance a beneficial is not 
indicated. Applicants are usually contacted via telephone or mail. Many processing 
variants are likely. 
• Risk-related verifications, e.g.: 
• Are all health related data indicated 
• Are any diseases indicated 
• Are any risk increasing hobbies indicated 
• Are any risk increasing jobs indicated 
• Here it might be necessary to consult the applicant. Many processing variants are 
likely. It might be necessary to make arrangements for a medical certificate. Then 
the applicant needs to visit a doctor who performs a medical checkup and issues a 
doctor’s certificate. The applicant must forward this certificate to the insurance 
company. The insurance company then remits the fee for the doctor and checks the 
physical condition of the applicant by means of the certificate. Due to a higher risk 
it might be possible that a new premium needs to be calculated. For this the 
insurance application system provides a dialogue function. It is also possible that 
the insurance decides to refuse the insurance application. 
 
If the insurance company decides to refuse the application, the insurance clerk can release the 
printout of a refusal letter. Then the insurance application system automatically prints out a 
refusal letter for the applicant and a copy for archive purposes. The refusal letter will be 
automatically sent to the applicant and the copy will be forwarded to the insurance application 
department where it will be assigned to the application and the “application sheet”. These 
three documents will be forwarded to the archive department and finally archived. 
 
In case of an acceptance of the insurance application, the insurance clerk releases the 
acceptance procedure. The application system then automatically: 
• printout policy 
• An insurance contract will be created in the policy system 
• A new client will be created in the partner system 
• A premium invoice will be created and invoiced 
• Create an open premium posting that will be automatically posted by the 
collections-/disbursement system within the sub-ledger. 
• Printout a posting document that will then by physically forwarded to the 
accounting department 
 
After reception of the posting document, the finance department creates a receivables and a 
profits posting. Simultaneously the premium invoice and the insurance policy will be 
automatically sent to the new client. 
 
According to the company’s experience, it is usual that many applicants ring up the insurance 
company during the application process in order to: 
• Withdraw the application 
• Announce belated insurance requests, i.e. change the application data, e.g. insurance 
product, tariff, insurance amount, premium, etc. 
• Correct wrong and incomplete data, e.g. risk related information 
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After payment of the first premium by means of remittance payment, the bank announces the 
payments. An incoming payment of the first premium, means that an insurance contract is 
taking effect, i.e. the insurance protection will be automatically activated. But first the 
collections department needs to book the incoming payment, i.e. an open receivable of the 
contract needs to be cleared. This is automatically done by means of the collections-
/disbursement system.  
If a payment cannot be automatically cleared a clarification process needs to be executed 
manually by an insurance clerk within the collections department. Here many variants and 
exceptions can occur. 
If a client does not pay the first premium within three months, the policy system will 
automatically trigger a cancellation of the insurance contract. 
• The policy system executes a cancellation of the contract 
• A cancellation letter printout is produced and automatically sent to the client 
• Posting documents for cancellation bookings are created and forwarded to the collections 
and the accounting department 
• The collections department books the cancellation booking in the collections system (sub-
ledger) 
• The accounting department books the cancellation booking in the accounting system 
(general ledger) 
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Methodologies Group 1 
• Project phases and activities 
 
Guideline for the Analysis and Optimisation of As-Is-Processes 
• See: Knöll, Kühl L., Kühl R., Moreton, Optimising Business Performance with 
Standard Software Systems, Vieweg Verlag, pages 272-295 
 
• Process Modelling Notation 
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Use the analysis workshops/interviews with the business expert to acquire as much process-
/IT-knowledge as possible, e.g.: 
• Are further software functions required (to be invoked by the WFMS)? 
• Is a different granularity of the software functions required (needs to correspond to the 
business tasks depicted in the to-be process model)? 
• What degree of labour division is required? 
• Does the process have a high execution frequency? 
• Is the process always executed in a similar way? 
• Is the potential degree of IT support sufficiently high? 
• Is the degree of administrative business tasks sufficiently high? 
• Can future modifications of the business process be expected? 
 
 
Evaluation of the Processes’ “Workflow-Management-Ability” 
• Evaluation-Technique and –criteria will be submitted 
 
Criteria-based Selection of an appropriate WFMS 
• Evaluation-Technique and –criteria will be submitted 
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Methodologies Group 2 
Project phases with iterations and activities; analyse variants and exceptions throughout the 
implementation process (iterative approach) 
 
 
Guideline for the Analysis and Optimisation of As-Is-Processes 
• See: Knöll, Kühl L., Kühl R., Moreton, Optimising Business Performance with Standard 
Software Systems, Vieweg Verlag, pages 272-295 
 
Process Modelling Notation 
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Use the analysis workshops/interviews with the business expert to acquire as much process-
/IT-knowledge as possible, e.g.: 
• Are further software functions required (to be invoked by the WFMS)? 
• Is a different granularity of the software functions required (needs to correspond to the 
business tasks depicted in the to-be process model)? 
• What degree of labour division is required? 
• Does the process have a high execution frequency? 
• Is the process always executed in a similar way? 
• Is the potential degree of IT support sufficiently high? 
• Is the degree of administrative business tasks sufficiently high? 
• Can future modifications of the business process occur? (Expected Modification 
frequency) 
• Try to reveal all process variants (special cases and different execution paths) 
• Try to reveal all process exceptions 
 
 
 
 
• Further optimisation criteria will be submitted 
 
Evaluation of the Processes’ “Workflow-Management-Ability” 
• Evaluation-Technique and –criteria will be submitted 
 
Criteria-based Selection of an appropriate WFMS 
• Evaluation-Technique and –criteria will be submitted 
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Additional details of the process specification 
The insurance company carried out an internal analysis workshop and revealed the following 
findings that concern the policy process. It is essential to consider these belated requirements 
within the process’s to-be design.  
 
Details of the process flow 
• A client/applicant does not sign the insurance application immediately, as he might be 
undecided. If so, the agent hand over the application form and the applicant will possibly 
send the application directly to the insurance company. 
• A client/applicant does not sign the insurance application immediately, as he might has 
further questions to raise or requests for change. If so, the insurance company or the 
broker sends a new offer to the client which the client has to complete and to sign. 
Nevertheless, all verification of the application data are required. 
• It is possible that the insurance company contacts the client and requests further 
information/documents during the verification of the application data. 
• It is possible that the insurance company contacts the client via telephone and that the 
client provides missing data orally via telephone, e.g. date of birth, address data, etc. 
• If the client requests a general change of the insurance product (tariff) during the policy 
process, the insurance company makes out a new proposal which has to be signed by the 
client. Such a request for change can occur always within the policy process. 
• In case of any missing data, an insurance client contacts the agent, broker or the client by 
telephone first. 
• In case of faulty technical insurance data, the clerk contacts the agent first by telephone or 
by e-mail. 
• Incorrect calculated insurance premiums amount to a new proposal with an new premium 
that the client has to accept and to sign. 
• If the application has not been signed correctly by the applicant, the policy represents a 
new proposal that the client may accept by payment of the first premium. 
• The risk-related verification/medical evaluation of the applicant is a very complex 
procedure. It might lead to several outcomes which cannot be generally anticipated, e.g. 
the insurance company: 
• Could only accept a lower insurance amount, as the original insurance amount 
represents a too high risk 
• Accepts the application, but only with a higher premium in order to compensate a 
higher risk 
• Refuses the application 
• Excludes certain risks, e.g. risky hobbies 
• Does not accept additional insurance tariffs, e.g. for death-by-accident 
• Refers to another tariff 
• The processing of incoming payments must consider the following requirements: 
• Cash payments are allowed and must be processed, if the applicant makes a 
deposit payment on the insurance company’s bank account. 
• The clarification process for incorrectly assigned incoming payments must consider the 
following requirements: 
• Applicants may be contacted by telephone for clarification reasons 
• Applicants may be contacted by email or mail for clarification reasons 
• brokers may be contacted by telephone for clarification reasons 
• brokers may be contacted by email or mail for clarification reasons 
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• payments might be assigned to wrong customers and need to be reassigned to the 
premium demand of the actual customer 
• if a customer holds several contracts, payments might be assigned to a wrong 
contract of the same customer. Then  the payment needs to be reassigned to the 
premium demand of the actual contract 
• payment cannot be reassigned and thus needs to be remitted back to the bank 
• If the insurance company has cancelled the contract due to an overdue payment and the 
customer decides to a delayed payment, the insurance company will activate the insurance 
contract after payment. 
 
Details of the organisational structure / responsibilities 
• The insurance company wants to reorganise internal responsibilities. In contrast to the 
current organisation, future organisational structures and responsibilities are supposed to 
provide each employee with the same responsibilities, i.e. an employee is responsible for 
the entire processing of an insurance application (case-closed processing). The workflow 
system has to grant the same user rights for each employee. From 500 TEURO insurance 
amount a further insurance clerk has to verify and release the application (4-Augen-
Prinzip). That also implies, that only the workload is considered for the assignment of 
applications to insurance clerks.  
 
New insurance product 
• The insurance company will immediately launch a new insurance product for which a 
verification of the applicant’s physical condition is not required 
 
New sales channel 
• The insurance company has implemented a new IT-system. An applicant can access an 
internet portal and enter its data via internet. The internet application calculates the 
premium and sends the application data electronically to the insurance company. 
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Instruction for the preparation of the “Reflection Report” 
• In dem Bericht sollen die Projektleiter die Eignung der eingesetzten Methoden, die Arbeit 
im Team und die Erreichung der in der Aufgabenstellung beschriebenen Projektziele 
beurteilen. 
• Für den Bericht sollten die folgenden Fragestellungen beantwortet werden. 
• Der Bericht sollte ca. 8 Seiten lang sein. 
 
1. Beschreibung der Projektziele 
• War die Beschreibung der Projektziele ausreichend? 
• War die Beschreibung der Projektziele für die Anfertigung der Projektergebnisse wichtig? 
• Hat die Gruppe die Beschreibung der Projektziele in entsprechende Maßnahmen, die auf 
die Erreichung der Projektziele ausgerichtet waren, umgesetzt? Hier insbesondere die 
Ziele zu einer Erhöhung der Flexibilität und Interoperabilität von Prozessen. 
• Gibt es geeignetere Beschreibungsmöglichkeiten für Projektziele als Anhaltspunkt für das 
Projektteam? 
 
2. Modellierungsmethode / Notations- und Spezifikationsregeln für Prozesse 
• Konnten Ausnahmen und Prozessvarianten geeignet modelliert werden? (Gruppe2: ECA-
Regeln) 
• Konnten komplexe Situationen geeignet dargestellt werden? (Gruppe2: Black-Box-
Notation) 
• Ist die Notation geeignet, um nachträgliche Änderungen in die Spezifikation einzubauen? 
• Ist die Notation geeignet, um den Prozessfluss organisationsübergreifend darzustellen, z.b. 
Kunde-Internet-Vers.unternehmen; Kunde-Agent-Makler-Vers.unternehmen? 
 
3. Prozessanalyse /-optimierung 
• Konnte durch die Optimierung/das Redesign die Kopplung der Prozesse zwischen dem 
Vers.unternehmen und dem Makler, Agenten und Kunden verbessert werden? 
• Konnte durch die Optimierung/das Redesign die Flexibilität der des Prozesses (Varianten, 
Maßnahmen erhöht werden? (Konnten z.b. alle Ausnahmen und Varianten aufgedeckt 
werden?) 
• Konnten Prozessbestandteile eliminiert werden, so dass die Komplexität oder nicht 
notwendige Prozessvarianten eliminiert wurden? 
• War die iterative Vorgehensweise bei der Analyse und Optimierung der Prozesse 
hilfreich? 
• Hat die iterative Vorgehensweise dazu beigetragen, dass Ausnahmen und 
Prozessvarianten besser analysiert werden konnten? 
 
4. Bewertung der Workflow-Fähigkeit von Prozessen/Prozessbestandteilen 
• Waren die eingestzten Kriterien anwendbar; lagen geeignete Informationen vor, wurden 
die Informationen in der Analysephase erhoben? 
 
